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STATE OF IDAHO 
JOSHUA C. JONES and LAURA D. 
JONES, husband and wife, 
Plaintiffs-Appellants, 
JAY B. STARNES and JULIE A. 
STARNES, husband and wife; 
TTJ'S INC., an Idaho 
Corporation, dba BOOMER' S, 
and JOHN and JANE DOES I 
Defendants-Respondents. 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL 
VOLUME I 
Appealed from the District Court of the 
Second Judicial Distrlct of the State of Idaho, 
in and for the County of Nez Perce 
THE HONORABLE JEFF M. BRUDIE 
Supreme Court No. 37179 
CHARLES M. STROSCHEIN 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS-APPELLANTS 
MICHAEL G. BRADY 
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANTS-RES PONDENTS 
I!'J TEE: SUPREME COURT CF '?HE STALE OF' IDAIHO 
JOSHUA C. JONES and LAURA D. 
JONES, h~sbard and wife, 
JAY R. STARNES and J32,IE A. 
SYARNES, husband and wife; 
TTJ'S INC., an Idaho 
Corporation, dba BC9MER' S, 
Ard JOHN and JANE DOE I 
Through 53, 
CLERK'S RECGRC 
Appeal from the District Court of the Second Judicial District 
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Nez Perce 
BEEOSE THE HONOFCriBLE JEE-F C4. BRUDIE, DISTRICT ZU3GE 
Counsel for Plaintiffs-Appellants 
CYARLES M. STROSCHEiN 
Counsel for Defendacts-Respondents 
XICHAEL G. BRADY 
Kr. Charles M. Stroschein 
P 0 Drawer 285 
Lewiston, ID 83501 
Mr. Michael G. Brady 
St Marv's Crossino 
2537 ~ ~ ~ t a t e  St, ;cite 203 
Boise, ID 83702 
1N TEE DISTRLCT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
TH3 STATE OF IDAEO, TN AND FOR THE CODNTY OF NEZ PERT'E 
JOSHDA C. JONES and LAURA D. 
JONES, husband and wife, 
JAYB. STARIQES and JULIE; %. 
STARIQES, husband and wife; 
TTJ'S INC., an Idaho 
Corporation, dba BOOMER' S ,  
And JOHN and JANE 90s I 
Through 50, 
) SUPREME COURT NO.37i71 
) 
) VOLijME I 
) 
I TABLE 3F CONTENTS 
Defendants-Respondents. ) 
j 
Kegisiter of Actions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-11 
Complaint and Demand for Jury Trial filed 
April 10, 2306 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12-25 
Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint filed 
Sune 20, 2036 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25-32 
Aqended Complaint and Demacd for Jury Trial 
filed October 13, 2008 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33-42 
Answer to Ainended Complaint and Denand for Jury 
Trial filed January 22, 2009 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43-50 
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment filed 
June 8, 2009 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51-53 
Menorandurn In Support of Defendants' Motlon for 
" Suminary Judgment frled June 8, 1009 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54-63 
Affidavit of Michael G. Srady in SupGort of Defendants' 
Motion for Sumary Judgment fiied June 8, 2009 . . . . . . . . . . . .  64-99 
Affidavit of Sprie Jones filed August 12, 2039 . . . . . . . . . . . .  100-104 
A f f i d a v i t  o f  George "Bezr "  T u c k e r  f i l e d  
1- Q c ... t-\ . n u g u s t  12 ,  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 1 J I  
A f f i d a v i t  o f  J o s h  C . ;ones f i l e d  August ..I, 2039 . . . . . . . . . .  1.09-111 
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Judgment f i l e d  August  1 2 .  2009 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 3 6 - 1 6 3  
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JAY 3 .  STAKNES and JULIE A. ) 
STARNES, husband acd wife; I 
TTJ'S INC., an Zdaho ) INDEX 
Corporatian, dba BOOMER'S, ) 
And JOHN and JANE DCE I i 
Through 50, ) 
\ 
Defendants-Respondents. ) 
. . . . . . . . . . .  Affidavit of Cirdy Felton filed August 1 2 ,  2 0 0 9  112-132  
Affidavit of George "Sear" Tucker filed 
A C ~ U S ~  1 2 ,  2 0 0 9  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1C5-108 
Affidavit of Josh C. Jones filed August 1 2 ,  2 6 0 9  . . . . . . . . . .  1 3 9 - i l l  
Affidavit of Laura J o ~ e s  fiied Augiist 1 2 ,  2 3 0 9  . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 3 3 - 1 3 7  
Affidavit of Micha~l G. Brady in Support of Cefendants' 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  Potion for Sumnary Jcdgment filed June 8 ,  2 0 0 9  6 4 - 9 9  
Affidavit of Sprie Jones filed August 1 2 ,  2 0 0 9  . . . . . . . . . . . .  100-104 
Amended Ccnplaint and Demand for Jury Trial 
filed October i s ,  2 3 0 8  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33-42 
Answer to Amended Complaint and Demand for Jury 
Trial filed January 2 2 ,  2 0 0 9  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43-50 
>-nswer to Plaintiffs' Complaint filed 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  June 2 0 ,  2006  25-32  
Brief i r :  0 p p o s i . t i c n  ~3 t4citi.cn for Summary 
Judgneni  i i l e d  A- .~gusr  1 2 ,  20C9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 3 - L 6 C n  
Complaint arid Demand f o r  J u r y  Trizl f iied 
April L C .  2CG6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 - 2 5  
f i e f endan t s '  Motion f o r  Summary Judgrner'i filed 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  June 9 .  2 3 0 9  51-52 
l?emorandcm i n  S u p p o r t  cf Defendan t s '  Xot ion  f o r  
Summarj~ Judgment Piled 2;lne 8. 2Oli9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 4 - 6 3  
. . .  Register of A c t i o n s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ -  L i 
late: 11512010 
Time: 03:32 PM 
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ROA Report 
Case CV-2006 0000768 Current Judge Jeff M Brud~e 
Joshua C Jones, etal vs Jay Brooks Starnes, etal 
Joshua C Jones. Laura D Jones vs Jay Brooks Starnes, Jul~e A Starnes 

























New Case Filed-Personal Injury Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiff: Jones, Laura D Attorney Retained Jeff M. Brudie 
Charles M Stroschein 
Plaintiff: Jones, Joshua C Attorney Retained Jeff M. Brudie 
Charles M Stroschein 
Summons Filed Jeff M. Brudie 
Complaint Filed Jeff M. Brudie 
Filing: A1 - Civil Complaint, More Than $1000 No Jeff M. Brudie 
Prior Appearance Paid by: Stroschein, Charles 
M (attorney for Jones, Joshua C) Receipt 
number: 0275067 Dated: 411 112006 Amount: 
$82.00 (Check) 
Summons Filed Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit Of Service--Served James W. Grow Jr. Jeff M. Brudie 
as Registered Agent for TTJ's lnc.: 4-18-06 
Affidavit Of Service--Served Julie A. Starnes: Jeff M. Brudie 
4- 13-06 
Affidavit Of Service--Served Jay B. Starnes: Jeff M. Brudie 
4- 13-06 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Appearance Jeff M. Brudie 
Filing: I I A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Jeff M. Brudie 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: James W. 
Grow Jr. Receipt number: 0276082 Dated: 
51112006 Amount: $52.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Starnes. Jay B Attorney Retained Jeff M. Brudie 
James W Grow Jr. 
Defendant: Starnes, Julie A Attorney Retained Jeff M. Brudie 
James W Grow Jr. 
Amended Notice of Appearance--James W. Grow Jeff M. Brudie 
Jur. for Defendants 
Motion to Compel Discovery--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit in Support of Motion to Compel Jeff M. Brudie 
Discovery 
Notice Of Hearing--6-15-06 @ 10:OOam Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion To Compel Jeff M. Brudie 
0611 512006 10:OO AM) Plaintiffs 
6/9/2006 CONT JANET Continued (Motion To Compel 06/15/2006 11 :00 Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) Plaintiffs 
611 212006 NTHR PAM Amended Notice of Hearing--6-15-06 @ Jeff M. Brudie 
Register of Actions 11:OOam--Plfs3 Motion to Compel I 
Second&&@icial District Court - Nez Perce Coun tpe ,  q@ *&# 
ROA Report ' ,  
User DEANNA 
Case CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge Jeff M Brud~e 
Joshua C Jones, etal vs Jay Brooks Starnes etal 
Joshua C Jones, Laura D Jones vs. Jay Brooks Starnes. Julie A Starnes 
aate Code User Judge 
311 412006 MlSC PAM Supplement to Motion to Compel Discovery Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiff 
NOTP PAM Notice Of Service-plaintiff 
NOTP PAM Notice Of Service-plaintiff 
Jeff M. Brudie 
Jeff M. Brudie 
611 512006 HRHD PAM Hearing result for Motion To Compel held on Jeff M. Brudie 
0611 512006 11 :00 AM: Hearing Held Plaintiffs 
611 612006 NOTC PAM Notice of lntent to Take Default 
6-22-06 @ 10:OOam 





Order Compelling Discovery--Plaintiff 
**Called Mr. Stroschein's Office to let them know 
Judge Brudie is gone 6-22-06** They will send an 
amended notice of hearing for 6-29-06** 
Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint 
Notice Of Service-defendant 
Amended Notice of lntent to take Default 
6-29-06 @ 10:OOam 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing 06/29/2006 1000 
AM) default 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff 
**Hearing for 6-29-06 @ 10:OOam is Vacated per 
Chuck Stroscheine* 
Hearing result for Hearing held on 06/29/2006 
10:OO AM: Hearing Vacated default 
Notice Of Service-defendant 
Hearing Scheduled (Telephonic Scheduling 
Conference 09/06/2006 03:30 PM) 
Notice of Telephone Scheduling 
Conference-.9-6-06 @ 3:30pm 
Continued (Telephonic Scheduling Conference 
09/28/2006 04: 15 PM) 
Amended Notice of Telephone Scheduling 
Conference--9-28-06 @ 4:15pm 
Jeff M. Brudie 







Jeff M. Brudie 
Jeff M. Brudie 
Jeff M. Brudie 





Jeff M. Brudie 
Jeff M. Brudie 





Jeff M. Brudie 
Jeff M. Brudie 
NTHR PAM Jeff M. Brudie 
CONT JANET Jeff M. Brudie 
Jeff M. Brudie NTHR JANET 
9/29/2006 CONT JANET Continued (Telephonic Scheduling Conference Jeff M. Brudie 
1011 912006 03:30 PM) 
NTHR PAM Notice of Telephone Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference--10-19-06 @ 3:30pm 
10/19/2006 HRHD PAM Hearing result for Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference held on 10/19/2006 03:30 PM: 
Hearing Held 
ORDR PAM Order Setting Case for Jury Trial and Pre-trial Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference 
HRSC PAM Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Jeff M. Brudie 
05/03/2007 02:OO PM) 
& e s t e r  of@k!Ylons Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 05/14/2007 09:OO Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) 
late: 1/5/2010 
rime: 03:32 PM 
'age 3 of 11 





Case: CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M. Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, etal, vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal. 

























Rule 16(k) Request for Mediation Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiffs 
Plaintiffs' Disclosure of Expert Witnesses Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Hearing--1 -25-07 @ 10:00arn Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Mediation 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing 01/25/2007 10:OO Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) Plaintiffs' Motion for Mediation 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Continued (Hearing 01/25/2007 09:30 AM) Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Mediation 
Hearing result for Hearing held on 01/25/2007 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:30 AM: Hearing Held Plaintiffs' Motion for 
Mediation 
Hearing result for Hearing held on 01/25/2007 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:30 AM: Motion Granted Plaintiffs' Motion for 
Mediation 
Minute Entry Hearing type: Motion for Mediation Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing date: 1/25/2007 Time: 9:30 am Court 
reporter: Linda Carlton Audio tape number: 
DC#2264 
Order Regarding Mediation Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing Scheduled (Status/Scheduling Jay P. Gaskill 
Conference 02/28/2007 08:45 AM) IN 
CHAMBERS to set mediation date 
Notice of Scheduling/Status Conference to Set Jeff M. Brudie 
Mediation 
Hearing result for Status/Scheduling Conference Jay P. Gaskill 
held on 02/28/2007 08:45 AM: Hearing Held IN 
CHAMBERS to set mediation date 
Hearing Scheduled (Mediation 05/17/2007 09:OO Jay P. Gaskill 
AM) 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference held on Jeff M. Brudie 
05/03/2007 02:OO PM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing result for Jury Trial held on 05/14/2007 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:OO AM: Hearing Vacated 
Order for Mediation--5-17-07 @ 9:OOam Jeff M. Brudie 
Judge Gaskill 
Stipulation to Vacate Trial Setting (Mediation has Jeff M. Brudie 
been Scheduled for 5-17-07 @ 9:OOam) 
Motion and Request for Status and/or Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference (Mediation has been Scheduled) 
Hearing result for Mediation held on 0511 712007 Jay P. Gaskill 
09:OO AM: Hearing Vacated Per JPG. Parties 
will reset when needed. 
Order for Mediation Jeff M. Brudie 3 
late: 1/5/2010 
rime: 0332 PM 
'age4of 11 
Second&&icial District Court - Nez Perce County&@ <*$ tgg 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M. Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, etal. vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal, 
























H RVC PAM 
Kegister of Actions 
Judge 
Hearing Scheduled (Mediation OR115/2007 09:00 Jay P. Gaskill 
AM) 
Hearing result for Mediation held on 08/15/2007 Jay P. Gaskill 
09:00 AM: Hearing Held 
Hearing Scheduled (Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference 0211 312008 01 :30 PM) 
Notice of Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference--2-1 3-08 @ 1 :30pm 
Stipulation to Continue Scheduling Conference Jeff M. Brudie 
Order to Continue Scheduling Conference Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing result for Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference held on 02/13/2008 01:30 PM: 
Hearing Vacated 
Hearing Scheduled (Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference 04/10/2008 01 :45 PM) 
Notice of Telephone Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference--4-10-08 @ 1 :45pm 
Hearing result for Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference held on 04110/2008 01:45 PM: 
Hearing Held 
Order Setting Case for Pre-trial Conference & Jeff M. Brudie 
Jury Trial 
Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Jeff M. Brudie 
1211 812008 02:OO PM) 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 01/05/2009 09:OO Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) 
Notice Of Service-defendant Jeff M. Brudie 
Stipulation for Order Authorizing Plaintiffs to File Jeff M. Brudie 
Amended Complaint 
Order Authorizing Plaintiffs to File Amended Jeff M. Brudie 
Complaint 
Amended Complaint Filed Jeff M. Brudie 
Another Summons Filed--Jay B. Starnes & Julie Jeff M. Brudie 
A. Starnes 
Another Summons Filed--James W. Grow Jeff M. Brudie 
Jr..,Registered Agent for TTJ's Inc. 
Stipulation to Vacate Trial and Reschedule Jeff M. Brudie 
--Defendants (only Mr. Grow's Signature) 
Stipulation to Vacate Trial and Reschedule Jeff M. Brudie 
--Plaintiffs (only Mr. Stroschein's Signature) 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference held on Jeff M. Brudie 
12/18/2008 02:OO PM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing result for Jury Trial held on 01/05/2009 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:OO AM: Hearing Vacated 
la te 1151201 0 
rime 03 32 PM 
'age 5 of 11 




Case: CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M. Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, etal. vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal. 
























Nlgg&ister o f w o n s  
User: DEANNA 
Judae 
Stipulation for Substitution of Counsel Jeff M. Brudie 
Michael Brady for James W. Grow Jr, for 
Defendants 
Defendant: Starnes, Jay Brooks Attorney Jeff M. Brudie 
Retained Michael G Brady 
Defendant: Starnes, Julie A Attorney Retained Jeff M. Brudio 
Michael G Brady 
Miscellaneous Payment: For Making Copy Of Any Jeff M. Brudie 
File Or Record By The Clerk, Per Page Paid by: 
Hall, Farley, Oberrecht & Blanton PA Receipt 
number: 0327777 Dated: 111212009 Amount: 
$14.00 (Check) 
Answer to Amended Complaint for Personal Jeff M. Brudie 
lnjuryand Demand for Jury Trial 
Miscellaneous Payment: For Making Copy Of Any Jeff M. Brudie 
File Or Record By The Clerk, Per Page Paid by: 
Ed Littenecker Receipt number: 0328415 Dated: 
112312009 Amount: $33.00 (Check) 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Request for Scheduling Conference--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Service-defendant Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Service-defendant Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Service-defendant Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing Scheduled (Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference 0410812009 01:30 PM) 
Notice of Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference--4-8-09 @ 1 :30pm 
Notice Of Taking Deposition-defendant Jeff M. Brudie 
--of Plaintiff Joshua C. Jones 
Notice Of Taking Deposition-defendant Jeff M. Brudie 
--of Plaintiff Laura D. Jones 
Hearing result for Telephonic Scheduling Jeff M. Brudie 
Conference held on 0410812009 01 :30 PM: 
Hearing Held 
Order Setting Case for Pre-trial Conference & Jeff M. Brudie 
Jury Trial 
Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Jeff M. Brudie 
1111912009 02:OO PM) 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 1113012009 09:OO Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiffs Amended Disclosure of Expert Jeff M. Brudie 
Witnesses 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 5 . 
late: 11512010 
rime: 03:32 PM 
'age 6 of 11 
Second&&z@icial District Court - Nez Perce Countysa 
.*P"& +pa &#& 
ROA Report *is  
Case: CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M, Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, eta1 vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal. 
Joshua C Jones, Laura D Jones vs Jay Brooks Starnes, Jul~e A Starnes 
























ICcgistcr o f  Actions 
User DEANNA 
Judge 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment Jeff M Brudie 
Memorandum in Support of Defendants' Motion Jeff M. Brudie 
for Summary Judgment 
Affidavit of Michael G. Brady in Support of Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment 
Notice Of Hearing--7-16-09 @ 10:OOam Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Jeff M. Brudie 
Judgment 0711612009 10:OO AM) Defendants 
Motion to Compel Discovery--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Motion to Jeff M. Brudie 
Compel Discovery 
Notice Of Hearing--7-30-09 @ 10:OOam Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Discovery 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion To Compel Jeff M. Brudie 
0713012009 10:OO AM) Plaintiffs 
Motion for Continuance of Summary Jeff M. Brudie 
Judgment--Plaintiffs 
Notice Of Service-defendant Jeff M. Brudie 
Amended Notice of Hearing--7-23-09 @ Jeff M. Brudie 
10:OOam--Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Discovery 
Continued (Motion To Compel 0712312009 10:OO Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) Plaintiffs 
Objection to Plaintiffs Motion for Continuance of Jeff M. Brudie 
Summary Judgment 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing 0712312009 10:OO Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) Plfs Motion for Continuance of Summary 
Judgment 
Amended Notice of Hearing--7-16-09 @ 10:OOam Jeff M. Brudie 
Plfs' Motion for Continuance of Summary 
Judgment 
Continued (Hearing 0711612009 10:OO AM) Plfs Jeff M. Brudie 
Motion for Continuance of Summary Judgment 
Response to Defendants' Objection Jeff M. Brudie 
Amended Notice of Hearing--7-16-09 @ Jeff M. Brudie 
9:OOam--Defendants' Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
Continued (Motion for Summary Judgment Jeff M. Brudie 
0711612009 09:OO AM) Defendants 
Response to Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Jeff M. Brudie 
Discovery 
Second Amended Notice of Telephonic Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing--7-16-09 @ 9:OOam 
)ate: 1151201 0 
rime: 03:32 PM 
'age 7 of 11 
Joshua C 
Date 
Second +$t$icial District Court - Nez Perce Countysaw,. pe* ,&*A 
G s Z  *%&" ROA Report "b*~., 
Case: CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M. Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, eta1 vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal. 
























Rcgistcr o f  Actions 
User DEANNA 
Judge 
Continued (Hearing 0711612009 09:OO AM) Plfs Jeff M. Brudie 
Motion for Continuance of Summary 
Judgment--Telephone 
Continued (Motion To Compel 0711612009 09:00 Jeff M. Brudie 
AM) Plaintiffs--Telephone 
Hearing result for Motion To Compel held on Jeff M. Brudie 
0711612009 09:OO AM: Hearing Held 
Plaintiffs--Telephone 
Hearing result for Hearing held on 0711612009 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:OO AM: Hearing Held Plfs Motion for 
Continuance of Summary Judgment--Telephone 
Hearing result for Hearing held on 0711612009 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:OO AM: Motion Granted Plfs Motion for 
Continuance of Summary Judgment--Telephone 
Continued (Motion for Summary Judgment Jeff M. Brudie 
0812712009 11 :00 AM) Defendants 
District Court Hearing Held Jeff M. Brudie 
Court Reporter: Linda Carlton 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Less than 100 pages 
Third Amended Notice of Hearing on Defendants' Jeff M. Brudie 
Motion for Summary Judgment--8-27-09 @ 
11 :00am 
Order on Plaintiffs' Motion for Permission to Jeff M. Brudie 
Serve Additional Interrogatories 
"Court Orders that Plaintiffs may submit an Jeff M. Brudie 
additional fifteen (15) Interrogatories to 
Defendants" 
Notice Of Service Jeff M. Brudie 
Brief Filed in Oppostion to Motion for Summary Jeff M. Brudie 
Judgment 
Affidavit of Charles Stroschein Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit of Josh Jones Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit of Laura Jones Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit of Sprie Tucker Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit of George Tucker Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit of Cindy Felton Jeff M. Brudie 
Motion to Compel Discovery--Defendants Jeff M. Brudie 
Starnes, TTJ's Inc. dba Boomer's 
Defendants' Motion to Strike Jeff M. Brudie 
Reply Memorandum in Support of Defendants' Jeff M. Brudie 
Motion for Summary Judgment 
Notice Of Hearing on Defendants' Motion to Jeff M. Brudie 
Strike--8-27-09 @ 9:OOam 
late: 1 !512010 Second&dicial District Court - Nez Perce County, 
#%&*>2 &&~ 
rime: 03:32 PM a&. ROA Report %*&9 
'age 8 of 11 Case: CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M. Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, etal, vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal. 
User: DEANNA 
Joshua C Jones, Laura D Jones vs Jay Brooks Starnes, Jul~e A Starnes 
l a t e  Code User Judge 
311 812009 NTHR PAM Fourth Amended Notice of Hearing on Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendants' Motion for Summary 
Judgment--8-27-09 @ 9:OOam 
HRSC PAM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing on Motions Jeff M. Brudie 
0812712009 09:OO AM) Defendants' Motion to 
Strike 




















Continued (Motion for Summary Judgment Jeff M. Brudie 
0812712009 09:OO AM) Defendants 
Notice Of Hearing on Motion to Compel Jeff M. Brudie 
Discovery--8-27-09 @ 9:OOam 
Affidavit of Michael G. Brady in Support of Motion Jeff M. Brudie 
to Compel Discovery 
Notice Of Service-plaintiff Jeff M. Brudie 
Motion for Protective Order--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Response to Defendants' Motion to Compel Jeff M. Brudie 
Motion to Compel Discovery--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Motion to Jeff M. Brudie 
Compel Discovery 
Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Jeff M. Brudie 
held on 0812712009 09:OO AM: Hearing Held 
Defendants 
Hearing result for Hearing on Motions held on Jeff M. Brudie 
0812712009 09:OO AM: Hearina Held - 
Defendants' Motion to Strike 
Defendants' Motion to Compel 
DCHH PAM District Court Hearing Held Jeff M. Brudie 
Court Reporter: Linda Carlton 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 pages 
MINE PAM Minute Entry Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing type: Defs' Mtn SJ, Mtn Strike, Mtn 
Compel 
Hearing date: 812712009 
Time: 9:02 am 
Courtroom: 
Court reporter: Linda Carlton 
Minutes Clerk: Pamela Schneider 
Tape Number: Crtrm # I  
Plaintiffs: Charles M. Stroschein 
Defendants: Michael G Brady 
91312009 NTHR PAM Notice Of Hearing--9-17-09 @ 10:OOam Jeff M. Brudie 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Discovery and Motion 
for Protective Order 
HRSC PAM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing on Motions Jeff M. Brudie 
0911712009 10:OO AM) Plaintiffs' Motion to 
Register of Actioris Compel Discovery 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
3ate ?i512010 
r ~ m e  03 32 PM 
'age 9 of 11 
Second,wicial ~~2 District Court - Nez Perca Countyss3 *& L4 
ROA Report -& 
Case CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, etal. vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal. 
Joshua C Jones, Laura D Jones vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, Julie A Starnes 














































o f  Actions 
Amended Notice of Hearing--9-17-09 @ Jeff M. Brudie 
9:OOam--Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Discovery 
and Motion for Protective Order 
Continued (Hearing on Motions 0911712009 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:OO AM) Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Discovery 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
Notice of Service of Discovery Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice of Service of Discovery Jeff M. Brudie 
Opinion & Order Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing result for Hearing on Motions held on Jeff M. Brudie 
0911712009 09:OO AM: Hearing Vacated 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Discovery 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
Mr. Brady to Appear by Telephone 
Motion Granted Def s Mtn for Summary Judgment Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing result for Jury Trial held on 1113012009 Jeff M. Brudie 
09:OO AM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference held on Jeff M. Brudie 
1111 912009 02:OO PM: Hearing Vacated 
Civil Disposition entered for: Starnes, Jay Brooks, Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendant; Starnes, Julie A, Defendant; Jones, 
Joshua C, Plaintiff; Jones, Laura D, Plaintiff. 
Filing date: 911612009 
Case Status Changed: Closed Jeff M. Brudie 
Disposition With Hearing Jeff M. Brudie 
Final Judgement, Order Or Decree Entered Jeff M. Brudie 
Summary Judgment Filed Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendants' Memorandum of Costs Jeff M. Brudie 
Objection to Costs--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Objection to Notice of Hearing--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Notice of Telephonic Hearing on Defendants' Jeff M. Brudie 
Memorandum of Costs 
11-12-09 @ 9:30am 
"Penny from Mr. Brady's Office Called--Need to Jeff M. Brudie 
Move Hearing set for 11-12-09--Opposing 
Counsel is not available" 
Amended Notice of Telephonic Hearing on Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendants' Memorandum of Costs--1 1-18-09 @ 
1 :00pm 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing 1111812009 01:OO Jeff M. Brudie 
PM) Telephone--Defendants' Memorandum of 
Costs 
Hearing result for Hearing held on 1111812009 Jeff M. Brudie 
01:OO PM: Hearing Held 
Telephone--Defendants' Memorandum of Costs & 
Plfs Objection to Costs 
Date 1151201 0 
T~me 03 32 PM 
Page 100f 11 
Second&p$icial District Court - Nez Perce 
@.%.4 
"i- ROA Report 
Case: CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge: Jeff M. Brudie 
Joshua C Jones, eta1 vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, etal. 
Joshua C Jones, Laura 5 Jones vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, Julie A Starnes 
Date Code User 
1 1i1812009 DCHH PAM 
MINE PAM 
DCHH PAM 














Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing result for Hearing held on 1111812009 Jeff M Brudie 
01:OO PM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Linda Carlton 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Less than 100 
pages--Telephone--Defendants' Memorandum of 
Costs & Plfs Objection to Costs 
Minute Entry Jeff M. Brudie 
Hearing type: Defs' Memo of Costs, Plfs' 
Objection to Costs 
Hearing date: 1111 812009 
Time: 1.01 pm 
Courtroom: 
Court reporter: Linda Carlton 
Minutes Clerk: Pamela Schneider 
Tape Number: Crtrm 1 
Plaintiffs: Charles Stroschein 
Defendants: Michael Brady 
District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Linda Carlton 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Less than 100 pages 
Cost Judgment Jeff M. Brudie 
Disposition With Hearing Jeff M. Brudie 
Final Judgement, Order Or Decree Entered Jeff M. Brudie 
Case Status Changed: Closed Jeff M. Brudie 
Civil Disposition entered for: Starnes, Jay Brooks, Jeff M. Brudie 
Defendant; Starnes, Julie A, Defendant; Jones, 
Joshua C, Plaintiff; Jones, Laura D, Plaintiff. 
Filing date: 1112312009 
Objection to Costs Judgment--Plaintiffs Jeff M. Brudie 
Filing: L4 -Appeal, Civil appeal or cross-appeal to Jeff M. Brudie 
Supreme Court Paid by: Clark and Feeney 
Receipt number: 0345934 Dated: 1112512009 
Amount: $101.00 (Check) For: Jones, Joshua C 
(plainti@ and Jones, Laura D (plaintiff) 
Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 345936 Dated Jeff M. Brudie 
1112512009 for 100.00) 
Condition of Bond Estimate for Clerk's Record Jeff M. Brudie 
Case Status Changed: Closed pending clerk Jeff M. Brudie 
action 
Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 345937 Dated Jeff M. Brudie 
1112512009 for 165.00) 
Condition of Bond Linda Carlton's Estimate for Jeff M. Brudie 
Reporter's Transcript 
Appeal Filed In District Court Jeff M. Brudie 
Case Status Changed: Reopened Jeff M. Brudie 
Date: 1151201 0 
Time: 03:32 PM 
Page 11 of 11 
Second&q$icial District Court - Nez Perce County,, 
@*. * $  @pa 
ROA Report seV& -a 
Case CV-2006-0000768 Current Judge Jeff M Brud~e 
Joshua C Jones, eta1 vs Jay Brooks Starnes, eta1 
User: DEANNA 
Joshua C Jones, Laura D Jones vs. Jay Brooks Starnes, Julie A Starnes 
Date Code user Judge 
1112512009 NTAP DEANNA Not~ce Of Appeal Jeff M Brud~e 
121912009 SCRT DEANNA Supreme Court Receipt - Clerk's Certificate filed Jeff M. Brudie 
at the SC 
SCRT DEANNA Supreme Court Receipt - Clerk's Record and Jeff M Brudie 
Reporter's Transcript due at the SC by February 
8. 2010 
Register o f  Actions 
i'llA.R%ES M. STROSCI-1EIN 
CLARK and FEEKEY 
Attorneys for Plaiiltiff 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
1). I>. Drawer 285 
I,ewiston, Idaho 83501 
Telephone: (208) 743-95 16 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL IXSTRLCT OF T I E  
STA'FE OF II)AHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NKL PEKCE 
JOSI-IUA c JONES, and LAURA D i ~ A S E ~ % * &  00 7 68  




) COMPLAINT FOR PERSONAL 
INJURY AND DEMAND FOR 
) JURY TRIAL 
) 
JAY B. STARNES and JULIE A. j Fee Category - A 
STARNES, husband and wife; TTJ'3 Inc., ) 
an Idaho corporatior1 dba ROOMER'S; ) Filing Fee: $82.00 
and JOHN and JANE DOES 1 through 50, ) 
II Defendants. 
I1 COME NOW thc named Plaiiitiffs and for a cause of action against the Defendants allege? 
I1 as follows: 
FIRST CAUSE OF A C m  
COUNT ONE 
I. 
At the time of the incident oil which this action is based and at all times relcvant hercto, 
Plaintiffs were residents of Lewiston, Nez Perce County, Idaho 
C0MPLb.iNT AND 
DI'MAND FOR 11JRY I'RIAL CLARK AND FEENEY 
LEWISTON. 104110 83501 
I1 . 
Defciidants Jay B. Stanles and Julie A. Stames (hereinafter referred to as "Starnes"j, arc, 
based upon information and belief, husband and wife, and are the owners of real property located 
at 90301 Second Street, in the City of Lewiston, County of Nez Perce, State of Idaho and arc the 
shareholders of TTJ's, Inc., (hereinafier referred to as "TTJ's"). 
I.D. 
TTJ's is an Idaho corporation dba Boomer's duly licensed in the State of Idaho, existing 
under the laws of the State of Idaho with its principal place of business located at Lewiston, Nez 
Perce County, State of Idaho. Said Defendant is subject to the jurisdiction of the State of Idaho, 
pursuant to ldaho Code Section 5.514 because of theirhts action in committing a tortuous act in 
the State of Idaho, and because of theiriits transaction of a business in rile State of Idaho, that 
being the operation of Boomer's, a business establishment selling beer, wine, andlor whiskey or 
other liquor by the drink at 90301 Second Street, in the City of Lewiston, County ofNez Perce, 
State of Idaho. 
IV. 
Defendants John and Jane Does 1 tlvough 50 (hereinafter referred to as ''Jolx~ sand Jane 
Does") are individuals, corporations, partnerships, private individuals andlor public entities 
whose true names are not known to the Plaintiffs, but which will be made known to the court as 
Plaiiltiffs discover the same. It is undetermiiled at this time where John and Jane Does resided at 
the time of this action. John and Jane Does are subject to the jurisdiction ofthe State of Idaho, 
pursuant to Idaho Code Sectio~i 5-514, because of said Defendants' actions in committing 
tortuous acts in the State of Idaho, specifically an assault and battery committed on Plaintiffs on 
COMPLAINT AND 
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or about the 18" day of December, 2005, on the premises of Boomer's, located at 90301 Secoild 
Street, in the City of Lewiston, Nez Perce County, State of Jdrlho 
v. 
On or about the 1 81h day of December, 2005, in the City of Lewiston, County ofNez 
Perce, State of ldaho, John and Jane Does did willfully, intentionally, and maliciously without 
lawful cause or provocation attacked Plaintiff Joshua C. Jones (hereinafter referred to as "Josh") 
on or about the head, face and body; that John and Jane Does Intended harm to come to Josh. 
audor there was a substantla1 certamnty that harm would come to Josh from John and Jane Does 
stnklng Josh wlth thelr fists and feet 
VI 
As a direct and proximate result of the assault and battery as described above, Josh 
suffered substantial personal injuries causing him severe pain. Josh was first taken to St. Joseph 
Regional Medical Center; however, he was then taken to Tri-State Memorial Hospital in 
Clarkston, Washington. Josh was then admitted for emergency surgely. 
VII. 
Josh was, as a direct and proximate result of said actions, required to undergo doctor and 
medical care for a time, and may need further such care. Josh also suffered, as a direct and 
proximate result of said actions, tenible shock, pain, embarrassment, permanent shock to his 
nerves and nervous system, all which may be permanent in nature 
VIE. 
Josh also has not been able to perform his work as he had done before the injuries were 
inflicted. Prior to said attack, Josh was a healthy young man, in good physical condition, and 
capable of employment. 
COMP1,AIKI' AND 
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IX. 
As a further direct and proximate result of the occurrence, Josh has suffered, and in the 
future will continue to suffer, pain, mental anguish and suffering, and a loss of enjoyment of life, 
all to his damage in an amount now unknown but which will be proven at the time of trial. 
X. 
Plaintiffs, as a further direct and proximate result of the assault and battery, have incurred 
reasonable and necessary expenses for medical care, as well as other related expenses, and will 
continue to incur such expenses in the future. The amount of Plaintiffs' medical and related 
expenses resulting from the assault and battery are as yet undetermined, but will be proven at the 
time of trial. 
XI. 
As a further direct and proximate result of the assault and battery, Plaintiffs have retained 
the services of Charles M. Stroschein, of the firm of Clark and Feeney, and have incurred and 
will incur attorney's fees and costs, the exact amount which is now unknown, hut will be proven 
at the time of trial. 
XII. 
The jurisdictional amount established for filing this action in the District Court is 
satisfied. 
COUNT TWO 
For a second count, the Plaintiffs allege each and every allegation of Count One and 
further allege that John and Jane Does failed to exercise ordinary and reasonable care in their 
actions as set forth in Count One wbich constitute negligence. 
COMPLAINT AKD 
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1. 
As a further direct and proximate result of the occurrence, Josh has suffered and ill the 
future will contiuuc to suffer pain, rncntal anguish, and loss of enjoylent of life all to his 
damages in an amount now unknown. but which will be proven and the time of the trial. 
TI. 
In addition to tbe damages suffered by Josh, Plaintiff Laura D. Jones suffered damages in 
the form of loss of consortium, companionship, and loss of household services as a direct and 
proximate result ofthc injuries suffered by her husband. She also had to witness her husband 
being beaten on Boomer's property without help or assistance from Boomer's employees or 
owners. 
111. 
Plaintiffs, as a further direct and proximate result of the occurrence, have incurred 
reasonable and necessary expcnses for medical care as well as other related expenses, and will 
continue to incur such expenses ill the future. The amount of Plaintiffs' medical and related 
expenses resulting from the accident are as yet undetermined, but will be proven at the time of 
trial. 
1v. 
That as a further direct and proximate result of the occurrence, Plaintiffs have retained the 
services of Charles M. Stroschein, of the firm of Clark and Feeney, and has incurred and will 
incur attorney's fees and costs, the exact amount of which is now unknown, but will be proven at 
the time of trial. 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
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For a third count. the Plaintiffs re-allege each and every allegation contained in Counts 
One and Two and further alleges as follows: 
That the actions of John and Jane Does were willful, wanton and malicious, and gross and 
outrageous, and entitle Plairrtiffs to an award of punitive and exemplary damages in the amount 
of $1,000,000.00, as well as the general and special damages set forth hereinabove. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Plaintiffs re-allege each and every statement and allegation contained in the First Cause 
of Action, and for a second and further cause of action, allege and state as follows: 
COUNT ONE 
TTJ's is the owner of a business that sells beer, wine, andor whskey and other liquor hy 
the drink by the name of Boomer's, at 90301 Second Street, City of Lewiston: County of Nez 
Perce, State ofIdaho. The public is invited to come into said business establishment for the 
purchase of beer, wine andor whiskey and other liquor by the drink. TTJ's did not employ 
security to protect andor police Boomer's, or the public inside and outside of Boomer's on 
Starnes' property. 
11. 
On or about December 18, 2005, Plaintiffs went to Boomer's to drop off a friend, and 
John and lane Does, after being served intoxicating beverages by TTJ's, its agents, servants, 
worknlen, or employees, started to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to violent action, 
all of which conduct TTJ's, its agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or should have 
known. While waiting in their pickup which was parked in front of Boomer's kont door, an 
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employee of TTJ's, physically threw an individual out the entrance of Boomer's: landing on the 
hood of Plaintiffs' vehicle. A group of hostile individuals followed out of Boomer's door 
towards Plaintiffs' vehicle. Several fights broke out around Plaintiffs trapping them from leaving 
Boomer's parking lot. Plaintiffs got out of their vehicle when an unknown individual 
approached Josh and started beating him and engaged in other violent actions, and Josh was 
suddenly, without warning, forcibly and violently assaulted and beaten by unknown illdividuals. 
As a consequence of which, Josh sustained severe bodily injuries which are set fort11 
hereinabove. 
COUNT TWO 
For a second count, Plaintiffs re-allege each and every allegation of the First Cause of 
Action and of Count One of the Second Cause ofAetion and further allege as follows: 
1.  TTJ's was negligent in the following respects, which acts of negligence were the 
proxinlate cause of the injuries and damages to Plaintiffs as set forth above. 
A. In permitting said John and Jane Does, to enter into and remain on 'TTJ's 
premises when its agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or had reason to know 
that John and Jane Does, were persons of violent, belligerent, and disorderly propensities 
and a volatile temper such as to render them dangerous to the safety of the patrons at said 
establishmellt; 
B. In serving intoxicating beverages to John and Jane Does when Boomer's 
agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or had reason to know that said John and 
Jane Does were of such a nature as to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to 
violent action afker having partaken in intoxicating beverages; 
COMPLAINT AND 
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C. In pennitting said John and Jane Does to remain on Boomer's premises 
after they had become obstreperous, boisterous, and had engaged a violent action towards 
Plaintiffs on the date, time and place aforesaid; 
D. In failing to aid or attempt to aid Plaintiffs while they were being 
assaulted, beaten: and violently attacked by John and Jane Does; 
E. In failing to provide security for the protectioll ofpatrons of the TTJ's 
when it knew or should bave known that many fights regularly occur in an establishment 
that is in the business of selling intoxicating beverages to the general public; 
F. In failing to exercise reasonable care and caution in protecting Plaintiffs 
from the assault, beating, and violent actions from said Johl and Jane Does; 
COUNT THREiE 
For a third count. Plaintiffs re-allege each and every allegation of the First Cause of 
Action and Counts One and Count 'lwo of the Second Cause of Action, and further allege as 
follows: 
1. 
The actions of TTJ's, as set forth herein in Count Two, were willful, wanton, intentional, 
and malicious and constitute gross and outrageous conduct and gross negligence. 
n. 
The actiolls of TTJ's as set forth above entitle the Plaintiffs to punitive and exemplary 
damages in the amount of $1,000,000.00 as well as the general and special damages set forth 
hereinabove. 
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'fHUU> CAUSE OF ACTION 
Plaintiffs re-allege each and every statement and allegation contained ill the First and 
Second Causes of Action, and for a third and further cause of action, allege and state as follows: 
COUNT ONE 
1. 
Starnes are the owners of TTJ's that sells beer, winel andlor whiskev and other liquor by 
thc drink by the name of Boomer's, at 90301 Second Street, City of Lewiston, County of Nez 
Perce, State of Idaho. The public is invited to come illto said business establishment for the 
purchase of beer, wine andor whiskey and other liquor by the drink. Starnes did not employ 
security to protect andor police Boomcr's, or the public inside and outside of Boomer's on 
Starnes' property. 
IT. 
On or about December 18,2005, Plaintiffs went to Roomer's to drop off a friend, and 
John and Jane Does, after being served intoxicating beverages by Stames, their agents, servants, 
workmen, or employees, started to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to violent action, 
all ofwhich conduct Starnes, their agents, servants, workmell, or employees knew or should have 
known. While waiting in their pickup which was parked in front of Boomer's front door, an 
employee of Starnes physically threw an individual out the entrance of Boomer's, landing on the 
hood of Plaintiffs' vehicle. A group of hostile individuals followed out of Boomer's door 
towards Plaintiffs' vehicle. Several fights broke out around Plaintiffs trapping them from leaving 
Boomer's parking lot. Plaintiffs got out of their vehicle when an unknown individual 
approached Josh and started beating him and engaged in other violent actions, and Josh was 
suddenly, without warning, forcibly and violently assaulted and beaten by unknown individuals. 
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As a co:lsequence of ~lllich, Josh sustained severe bodily injuries which are set forth 
hereinabove. 
COUNT TWO 
For a second count, Plaintiffs re-allege each and every allegation of the First Cause of 
Action, Second Cause of Action, and of Count One of the Third Cause of Action, and fxther 
allege as follows: 
1. Stasnes were negligent in the following respects, which acts of negligence were 
the proximate cause of the injuries and damages to Plaintiffs as set forth above. 
A. In permitting said John and Jane Does, to enter into and remaill on 
Stamcs' premises when its agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or had reason 
to know that John and Jane Does, were persons of violent, belligerent, and disorderly 
propensities and a volatile temper such as to render them dangerous to the safety of the 
patrons at said establishment; 
B. In serving intoxicating beverages to John and Jane Does when Boomer's 
agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or had reason to b o w  that said John and 
Jane Does were of such a nature as to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to 
violent action after having partaken in intoxicating beverages; 
C. In permitting said John and Jane Does to remain on Boomer's preniises 
after they had become obstreperous, boisterous, and had engaged a violent action towards 
Plaintiffs on the date, time and place aforesaid; 
D. In failing to aid or attempt to aid Plaintiffs while they were being 
assaulted, beaten, and violently attacked by John and Jane Does; 
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E. 111 failing to provide security for the protection of patrons of the Starnes 
when it knew or should have known that mmy fights regxlarly occur in an establishment 
that is in the business of selling intoxicating beverages to the general public; 
F, In failing to exercise reasonable care and caution ill protecting Plaintiffs 
from the assault, heating, and violent actions from said John and Jane Does; 
COUNT THREE 
For a third count, the Plaintiffs rere-alge each and every allegation of the First Cause of 
Action, Second Cause of Action, and Coullts One and Two of the Third Cause of Action, and 
fi~rther allege as follows: 
The actions of Starnes as set forth herein in Count Two, were willful, wanton, intentional, 
and malicious and constitute goss  and outrageous conduct and gross negligence 
'The actlons of Stames as set forth above entitle the Plaintiffs to punitive and exemplary 
damages in the amount of $1,000,000.00 as well as the general and special damages set forth 
hereinabove. 
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs pray for judgment against the Defcndants as follows: 
1. For damages in such amount as will be proven at the time of trial; 
2. For punitive and exemplary damages in the sum of $1,000,000.00; 
3. For Plaintiffs' loss of income; 
4. For damages to Plaintiff Laura D. Jones for loss of consortium and society in an 
amount to be proven at trial; 
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5. For attorrley's fees of $5,000.00 if this matter is uncontested, or if t h ~ s  matter is 
contested for such additional amounts as the Court deems just; 
6. For Plaintiffs' costs incurred in pursuing this action; and 
7 .  For such other relief as the Court deems just and equitable under the premises 
DA'I'ED this 7 day of April, 2006. 
ber of the firm. 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
STATE OF IDAHO 
) ss. 
County of Nez Perce 
JOSHUA C. JONES, first duly sworn on oath, deposes and says: 
That he is a Plaintiff herein; that he has read the foregoing Complaint, knows the contents 
thereof and the facts stated therein are true to the best of his knowledge, information and belief. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 2 day of April. 2006. 
My Commission expires 
LAW O'SICES O F  A3. 
CLARK AED FEENEY 
LEWISTON. iD l lHO 83501 
STr"lE OF IDAHO 1 
1 ss 
County of N ~ L  Perce 1 
L A V M  D JONES. first duly sworn on oath, deposes and says 
That she is a Plaintiff herein; that she has read the foregoing Complaint, knows the 
contents thereof and the facts stated therein are tme to the best of her knowledge, information 
and belief 
" 
SUBSCRIBED AND S W O W  to before me this 2- day of Aplil, 2006. 
COMPIAINT AND 
DEMAND FOR JURY TFUAL 
ri 7,L !fii"<i%L "-PA\ [; b<j2 LL-L ~. .% 
Notary publidin and for the State 
of ldaho, resi2ing at Lewiston therein. 
My Commission expires - 1~~ ocj 
uw orricrs or a 
C L A R K  A N D  FEENEY 
I-EWISTON, iDAHO B9501 
DEMAVD FOR JURY TRIAI. 
Plmlt~ffs demand ajury tnal of all Issues in t h ~ s  cause and states pursuant to Rule 38(b) 
of the Idaho Rules of Clvll Procedure that s a ~ d  Pla~nt~ff  w111 not st~pulate to ajury of less than 
twelve (12) persons in number. 





DEMAND FOR JL!RY 'TRIAL 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
1 
CLARK AND FEENEY 
LEWISTON, I D A H O  83101 
The L.aw Office of. 
JAk4E.S W. CROW, P.L..I,.U 
James W. Grow 
Attorney at Law 
1301 "G" Street 
Lewiston, ldaho 83501 
(208) 746-5508 Phone 
(208) 746-9466 Fax 
BarNo. 3709 
FI LED 
IN TliE L)ISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF TEE STATE OF 
IDAI-10, IN AND FOR T m  COUNTY OF NEZ PERGE 
JOSHlJA C , JONES, and LAURA 
D JONES, husband and wfe ,  
JAY W STARNES and JULIE A STARNES, 
husband and w~fe, TTJ's lnc , an ldaho 
corporation dba BOOMER'S and JOHN 
and JANE DOES 1 through 50 
Case No CV 06-00768 
Pla~ntiff, 
Comes now the Defendants, JAY STARNES and JULIE STARNES, and TTJ's lnc, by 
and through the~r  attorney, JAMES W GROW, and answers P l a ~ n t ~ f f  s compla~nt as follows 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' 
COMPLAINT 
Defendant .4nswers the Plaintiffs First Cause of Action as follows: 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' FlRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
COUNT ONE 
1 .1 .  Defendants admit and deny paragraph 1; of Count One of Plaintiffs First Cause of 
Action and by way of further answer states: Jay and Julie Starnes deny being residents of the 
City of Lewiston. In all other respects the Plaintiffs' admit paragraph said paragraph. 
1.2. Defendants admit paragraph I1 of Count One of Plaintiffs' First Cause of Action. 
1.3. Defendants admit and deny paragraph K! of Count One of Plaintips First Cause of 
Action and by way of further answer states: Defendant denies that the court has jurisdiction 
because of any "tortious conduct" committed by the Defendants In all other respects the 
ANSWER TO P1,ANTlFFS' COMPLAINT - 1 
Defendant admits paragraph 111 of Plaintiffs' complaint. 
1.4. Defendants Jay and Julie Starnes and TTJ's lnc. have no knowledge and therefore 
deny paragraphs IV; V;V, V11, Vlll. IX, X, XI, and XI1 of Count One of Plaintiff's First Cause 
of Action. 
I1 -
ANSWER TO COUNT TWO 
2.1, Defendants Jay and Julie Starnes, and TTJ's Inc, answer Count Two of Defendants 
First Cause of-Action as follows: 
Because the John and Jane Does are unknown to the Defendant the Defendants Jay and 
Julie Starnes, and TTJ's lnc deny the opening, un-numbered, paragraph of Count Two of 
Plaintiffs First Cause of Action. 
2.2. Defendants Jay and Julie Starnes and TTJ's Inc. have no knowledge and therefore 
deny the allegations set forth in paragraphs 1,11,111, and 1V of Count Two of Plaintiffs' First 
Cause of Action. 
111. 
ANSWER TO COUNT THREE 
Defendants, Jay and Julie Starnes, and TTJ's Inc. have no knowledge and therefore 
deny the two un-numbered paragraphs of Count 'Three of Plaintiffs' First Cause of Action. 
1V. 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
COUNT ONE 
4.1. Defendants, Jay and Julie Starnes and TTJ's Inc. admits and denies paragraph 1 of 
of Count One ofplaintiffs' Second Cause of Action by way of further answer state: 
Defendants deny that they "did not employ" security to protect and/or police Boomer's, 
or the public inside and outside on Starnes Property. Starnes own no property outside of 
Boomers in the area where the Plaintiffs claim the incident took place and they do have security 
inside and outside on their property. 
4.2. As to paragraph 11 of Count One ofPlaintiffs' Second Cause of Action, 
Defendants have no knowledge and therefore deny each and every allegation set forth therein 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' COMP1,AWr - 2 
Defendants further, specifically deny thai TTJ's, Inc., its agents, servants; workmen, or 
employee knew or should have known about the conduct referred to in paragraph 11 of Count 
One of Plaintiffs Second Cause of Action. Defendants have no knowledge and therefore 
specifically deny that any employee of Boomers threw anyone out of Boomers on the night or 
early morning hours in question. 
v. -
ANSWER TO COUNT 1WO 
5.1 Defendants lay and Julie Starnes and TTJ's lnc., answer Count Two of Plaintiffs' 
Second Cause of Actiou as follows: 
Defendants deny counts 1.  A through F inclusive of Count Two of Plaintiffs' Second 
Cause of Action.. 
v1. 
ANSWER TO COUNT THREE 
6.1. Defendants deny paragraphs 1 & 11 of Count Three of Plaintiffs Second Cause of 
Action and further states that Plaintiff makes a claim for punitive damages in violation of Idaho 
Code 6-1604 that should be stncken from the pleadings 
v11 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFF'S' THIRD CAUSE OF AC'IION 
COUNT ONE 
7 1 Defendants Starnes and TTJ's lnc answer Pla~ntlff Thud cause of act~on as 
follows: 
7.2. The Starnes admit and deny paragraph 1 of Count One of Plaintiffs Third cause of 
action. By way of further answer the Defendants state: 
Defendants admit that the public is invited to come into the business establishment for 
the purchase of beer, wine and/or whiskey and other liquor by he drink. The Defendants 
Starnes admit that they are shareholders of the corporation but deny that they are owners of the 
business in the traditional sense as sole proprietors. The Defendants deny the remainder of 
said paragraph. 
7.3. Defendants admit and deny paragraph I1 of Plaintiffs complaint and by way of 
ANSWER TO PI .I1INTTFFSZ C O M P L A N  - 3 
further answer states 
Defendants have no knowledge but a d m ~ t  that 1'lamtiff"s may have gone to Boomers to 
drop off a fnend but deny that elther of the P l s~n t~f f s  were upon property owned b~ the 
Defendants Starnes or leased by Defendant TTJ's, inc Defendants deny that any person serving 
alcohol was an agent, servant, workmen, or employee, of Defendant Starnes, but rather were 
rather employees of the corporatton Defendants have no knowledge at t h ~ s  time and therefore 
deny that the individual alleged to have struck the Plaintiff was served alcohol at Boomers. 
Defendants deny the remainder of said paragraph. 
Vlll 
ANSWER TO COUNT TWO 
8.1 The Defendants Jay and Julie Starnes and T U ' s  Inc., answer paragraph 1 of Count 
Two of Plaintiffs' Third Cause of Action as follows: 
Defendants deny paragaph A through F in their entirety. 
ANSWER TO COUNT THREE 
8.2 Defendant denies paragraphs one and two in Count Three of Plaintiffs' Third 
Cause of Action and by way of further answer states: 
The Plaintiffs have willfully, intentionally and wantonly violated the provisions of Idaho 
Code 6-1604 and unless they willingly amends their pleadings to comply with the law should be 
required to pay sanctions and attorney fees for any action Defendant's attorney must bring to 
bring said Plaintiff into compliance. 
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 
1. Defendants Jay and Julie Starnes are shareholders in TTl's Inc. and are entitled to 
protection of the Corporate Veil. 
2. Defendants Jay and Julie Starnes owed no duty to the Plaintiff's as they were at all 
times located on a public street in a public place and were not patrons of Boomers. 
3. That the Plaintiffs Negligence was equal to or greater than that of the Defendants 
4. That any employee, agent, servant, or having served the John Does and Jane Does 
alcohol were agents, servants, and workman of TTJ's Inc., and not the Starnes as they have no 
employees. 
ANSWER TO PI.AINTIF-FS' COMPI-AINT - 4 
5 That the Defendant TTJ's lnc owed no duty to the Platnt~ffs as they were not patrons 
of the Bar nor were thev on property owned by the eorporat~on but were on properly ou'ned by 
the Clty of 1.ewlstcm 
6 The Presence of the Pla~ntlffs were never was never made k~zo-vvn to any of the 
Defendants and they were not patrons and never upon the premises owned by any of the 
Defendants. 
7. The Plaintiffs fail to state a claim for which relief can be grated against Defendant 
Starnes. 
8. That the Defendant, TTJ's Ine. lease the building and property behind the building 
from lay and Julie Starnes. 
WI-EREFORE, defendants pray that Plaintiffs take nothing by way of their complaint 
and that the Defendant's be awarded costs and attorney fees 
DATED t h i s J Q d a y  of June, 2006. 
. ..... . . -. -~ 
Ja, sW.Grow 
orney for Defendant Starnes and TTJ's f 
Ine. 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' GOhP1,AINT - 5 
S A T E  OF WMiO j 
!ss. 
County of Nez Perce 
Jay Starnes, havlng been first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes and says I am a 
Defendant in the above entitled action and am President of TTJ's lnc 1 have read the 
foregolng document, know the contents thereof and belleve the sane  to be true 
andm ~ I S  Capacity as Pres~dcnt of TTJ's 
Inc 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me t h i a u d a y  of JuneA 2006 
STATE OF U>AI-I0 1 
)SS. 
County of Nez Perce 1 
Julie A. Starnes, having been first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes and says: I am a 
Defendant in the above entitled action. 1 have read the foregoing document, know the contents 
thereof and believe the same to be true. 
SUJ3SCNBED AND SWORN to before me th i tA%day  of June, 2006. 
,.,.. . ,,.,;iiiiii;i,. 
., ., .,::$b.~i.&//+ 
<$$,l.<;;,.,:ki,, 1 
.2, , ,+ - f.//./, %, 
3 "* . - i_ iQJ & ~ $ 2  < P C % =  
$ 7  0 c\ 5 5 TARY PUBLIC in and for the State of - = 
/
"/ 5 
9 * .$,,a c- %o, residing a u , L b - b .  
\\ a?..-" 9 44/ffff,!3\t\\&\+ My cominission expires: @/&L/(>o 1 1 
$TATS 0 \* 
f/!:,;\' 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' COMPLAINT - 6 
Certificate of Deliven. 
I certify that a true and correct copy of the forego~ng Answer to Pla~nt~ffq' Compla~nt 
was hand dehvered t h ~ s  &-day of June, 2006 to the following 
CHARLES M STROSCHEW 
CLARK & FEEXEY 
The 'l'rain Station, Suite 201 
,,-- 
13' & Main Streets 
P.O. Drawer 285 
Le\viston, Idaho 8350 1 
j 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' COMPLAINT 
::HARI,ES M. STROSCI-LFIN 
X A R K  and FEENEY 
4ttomeys for Plaintiffs 
Tlie Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
?. 0. Drawer 285 
1-ewiston, Idaho 83501 
relephone: (208) 743-951 6 
m tiar is" PRlL 3"f 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECOKD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF TEiE 
STATE. OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
IOSWUA C. JONES, and LAURA D 
JONES, husband and wlfe, 
Plaintiffs, 
VS. 
JAY B. STARNES and JUl.Il< A. 
STARNES, husband and wife; TTJ's Inc., 
an Idaho corporation dba BOOMER'S; 
and JOHN and JANE DOES 1 through 50, 
Defendants. 
) CASE NO CV 06-00768 
1 
1 
) AMENDED COiLlPLAINT 
1 FOR PERSONA41.41, INJURY AND 








COME NOW the nasned Plasnt~ffs and for a cause of act~on against the Defendants alleges 
as follows: 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
COUNT ONE 
At the time of the incident on which this action is based and at all times relevant hereto, 
Plajntiffs were residents of Lewiston, Nez Perce County, Idaho 
AMENIjED COMPI.AIKT AND 
IIEh4AXD FOR RRY THAI. 
LAW O'FiCES O F  
CLARK AND FEENEY 
LEWISTON,  i m n w o  83501 
Defendants lay B. S t m ~ e s  and Julie A. Stames (hereinafter referred to as "Siame~")~ are, 
~ a s e d  upon information and belief; husband and wife, and are the owners of real property located 
~t 90301 Second Street, In the Clty of Lewiston, County of Nez Perce, State of ldaho and are the 
jl~areholdcrs of TTJ's, blc , (hcre~naffer eferred to as "7TJ's") 
111 
1"TJ's is an Idaho corporatloil dba Boomer's duly licensed in the State of ldaho, exIstmg 
under the laws of the State of ldaho with its principal place of business located at Lewiston, Nez 
Perce County, State of Idaho. Said Defendant is subject to the jurisdiction of the State of Idaho, 
Dursuant to ldaho Code Section 5-5 1 1  because of their/its action in committing a tortuous act in the 
State of ldaho, and because of theidits transaction of a business in the State of ldaho, that being the 
operation of Boomer's, a business establishment selling beer, wine, andlor whiskey or other liquor 
by the drink at 90301 Second Street, in the City of Lewiston, County ofNez Perce, State of ldaho, 
w. 
As a direct and proximate result of the action described herein, Josh suffered substantial 
personal injuries. Josh was first taken to St. Joseph Regional Medical Center; however, he was then 
taken to Tn-State Memorial Hospital in Clarkston, Washington, Josh was then admitted for 
emergency surgery. 
v. 
Josh was, as a direct and proximate result of said actions, required to undergo doctor and 
medical care for a time, and may need further such care. Josh also suffered, as a direct and 
proximate result ofsaid actions, tenible shock, pain, embarrassment, permanent shock to his nerves 
and nervous system, all which may be permanent in nature. 
AMEUDEI> COMI'LAlNT AKD I AW OFFICES OF 
DEMAND FOR liJRY TRIAI. 2 
LEYIISTON iD9WO BJ5Oi 
CLARK AND FEENEY 
v1. 
Josh also has not been able to perform his work as he had done before the injuries were 
nllicted. Prior to said incident, Josh was a healthy young man, in good physical condition, and 
:apable of employment. 
VII. 
As afurther direct and proximate result ofthe occurrence, Josh has suffered, andin the future 
vill continue to suffer, pain, mental anguish and suffering, a~ld  a loss of enjoyment oflife, all to his 
iamage in an amount now unknown but which will be proven at the time of trial. 
v111. 
Plaintiffs, as a further direct and proximate result of the action described herein, have 
ncurred reasonable ruld necessary expenses for medical care, as well as other related expenses, a11d 
will continue to incur such expenses in the future. The amount of Plaintiffs' medical and related 
:xpenses resultillg from the incident described herein are as yet undetermined, but will be proven 
~t the time of trial. 
rx. 
As a further direct and proximate result of the actions described herein, Plaintiffs have 
.etained the services of Charles M. Stroschein, of the firm of Clark and Feeney, and h a w  incurred 
md will incur attorney's fees and costs, the exact amount which is now unknown, but will be proven 
tt the time of trial. 
X. 
The jurisdictional amount established for filing this action in the District Court is satisfied. 
ZMENDED COMPL4IhlT AlZD 
IEMAND FOR JiJRY TRIAI, 
ILK*, OFFICES O F  35 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
t .~w!srou.  ianwo 83i .o~  
COUNT T\?'O 
2 allege as follows: !I 
1 
1 As a further direct and proximate result of the occurrm~e,  Josh has suffel-ed and in the future 
For a second count, the Plalntlffs allege each and every ailegatlon of Count One and furthcr 
1 ~ 1 1 1  C O ~ ~ X I I I ~  to suffer pan,  mental anguish, and loss of enjoyment of life all to his damages in m 
6 
7 
1 form ofloss ofconsortlum, compan10t1ship and loss ofhonrehold services as adlrect and prournate 




In addition to the damages suffered by Josh, PlaintiffLauraD, Jones suffered damages in the 
I occurred as a result of the defendants' failures as noted below. 13 
11 
12 
result oftlle injuries suffered by her husband. She was also a witness to her husband's injurics which 
16 /I and necessary expenses for medical care as well as other related expenses, and will continue to incur 
14 
15 
l7 11 such expenses in the future. The amount of Plaintiifs' medical a d  related expenses resulting from 
111. 
Plaintiffs, as a further direct andprox~materesult of the occurrence, have incurred reasonable 
21 I1 'That as a further direct and proximate result of the occurrence, Plaintiffs have retained the 





1 attorney's fees and costs, the exact amount ofwhich is now unknown; but will he proven at the time 
of trial. 
AMENI)ED COMPLAMT A h 3  LAW O ~ ~ I c ~ ~  O F  
DEMAND FOR JljKY TRIAL 
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L W < ! S T O N .  ! D A M 0  83501 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Plaintiffs re-allege each and every statement and allegation contained in the First Cause of 
Iction, and for a second and further cause of action, allege and state as follows: 
COUNT ONE 
1. 
TTJ's is the owner of abusiness that sells beer, wine, and'orwhiskey and other liquor by the 
irink by the name of Boomer's, at 90301 Second Street, City of Lewiston, County of h'ez Perce, 
;tate of Idaho. The public is invlted to come into said business establishment for the purchase of 
)eer, wine avldior whiskey and other liquor by the drink. TTJ's did not employ security to protect 
indor police Boomer's, or the public inside and outside of Boomer's on Starnes' property. 
n. 
On or about December 18,2005, Plaintiffs went to Boomer's to drop off a friend, and John 
md Jane Does, after being served intoxicating beverages by TTJ's. its agents, servants, workmen, 
Ir employees, started to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to violent action, all ofwhich 
:onduct TTJ's, its agcnts, servants, workmen, or employees knew or should have known. While 
waiting in their pickup which was parked in front of Boomer's front door, an employee of TTJ's, 
3hysically threw an individual out the entrance of Boomer's, landing on the llood of Plaintiffs' 
$chicle. A group ofhostile individuals followed out ofBoomer's door towards Plaintiffs' vehicle. 
Several fights broke out around Plaintiffs trapping them from leaving the Boomer's parking. 
Plaintiffs got out of their vehicle when an unknown individual approached Josh and started violent 
ictions, and Josh was suddenly, without warning, forcibly and violelltly injured by unknown 
~ndividuals. As a consequence of which, Josh sustained severe bodily injuries. 
i;\.IEKDED COMPIAINT AND 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRlAl. 
LAW O I F l C E S  OF 3 7. 
CLARK AND FEENEY 
LEl*'lSTON. lDnHO 83:,01 
COUNT 'TWO 
For a second count, Plaintiffs re-allege each and every allegation ofthc First Cause ofAction 
nd of Count One of the Second Cause of Action and further allege as follows: 
1. TTJ's was negligent in the following respects, which acts of negligence were the 
xroximate cause oftbe injuries and damages to Plaintiffs as set forth above. 
A. In permitting said John and Jane Does, to enter into and remain on TTJ's 
premises when its agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or had reason to know that 
John and Jane Does, were persons of violent, belligerent, and disorderly propensities and a 
volatile temper such as to render them dangerous to the safety of the patrons at said 
establishment; 
B. In serving intoxicating beverages to John a11d Jane Does when Boomer's 
agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or had reason to know that said John and 
Jane Does were of such a nature as to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to violent 
action after having partaken in intoxicating beverages; 
C. In permitting said John and Jane Does to remain on Boomer's premises after 
they had become obstreperous, boisterous, and had engaged a violent action towards 
Plaintiffs on the date, time and place aforesaid; 
D. In railing to aid or attempt to aid Plaintiffs; 
E. In failing to provide security for the protection of patrons of the TTJ's when 
it knew or should have known that many fights regularly occur in an establishment that is in 
the business of selling intoxicating beverages to the general public; 
F. In failing to exercise reasonable care and caution in protecting Plaintiffs from 
the actions of said John and Jane Does. 
&MENDED COMPLAIN r Ah11 
3EMAhD FOR JURY TRIAI. CLARK AND F E E N E Y  
LEW!STON, tDnFio 83101 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Plaintiffs re-allege cach and every statement and allegation contained in the First and Second 
Zauscs of Action, m d  for a tbird and further cause of action, allege and state as follows: 
COlJNT ONE 
1. 
Stames ~u-e the owners of TTJ's that sells beer, wine, andor whiskey and othel- liquor by the 
jrink by the name of Boomer's, at 90301 Second Street, City of Lewiston, County of l jcz Perce, 
State of Idaho. The public is invited to come into said business establishment for the purchase of 
beer: wine andor whiskey and other liquor by the drink. Stames did not employ security to protect 
andor police Boomcr's, or the public inside and outside of Boomer's on Stames' property. 
D. 
On or about December 18,2005, Plaintiffs went to Boomer's to drop off a friend; and John 
and JaneDocs, afterbeing served intoxicatingbeverages by Stames, their agents, servants, workmen, 
or employees, started to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to violent action, all of which 
conduct Starnes, their agents, servants, workmen, or employees knew or should have known. While 
waiting in their pickup which was parkcd in front of Boomer's front door, an employee of Stames 
physically thew an individual out the entrance of Boomer's, landing on the hood of Plaintiffs' 
vehicle. A group ofhostile individuals followed out of Boomer's door towards Plaintiffs' vehicle. 
Several fights broke out around Plaintiffs trapping them from leaving Boomer's parking lot. 
Plaintiffs got out oftheir vehiclc when an unknown individual approached Josh and started violent 
actions, and Josh was suddenly, without waming, forcibly and violently injured by unknown 
individuals. As a consequence of which, Josh sustained severe bodily injuries which are set forth 
hereinabove. 
,GIISVDFD COMPI A N T  AVD 
DEMAhT) FOR JCKY IRJAI, CLARK AND FEENEY 
LEW'STON 104-10 83501 
covm 
Fora second count, Plaintiffs re-allege each and every allegation oftbe First Cause ofAction, 
;econd Cause of Action, and of Count One of the Third Cause of Action, and further allege as 
bllows: 
1.  Stames were negligent in the following respects, which acts of negligence were the 
iroximate cause of the injuries and damages to Plaintiffs as set forih a1,ove. 
A. In permitting said John and Jane Does, to enter into and remain on Starnes' 
premises whenits agents, servants, workmen, or enlployees knew or had reason to know that 
John and Jane Does, were persons of violent, belligerent, and disorderly propensities and a 
volatile temper such as to render them dangerous to the safety of the patrons at said 
establishment; 
R. In serving intoxicating beverages to John and Jane Does when Boomer's 
agents, scrvaas, workmen, or employees knew or had reasou to know that said John and 
Jane Docs were of sucll a naturc as to become obstreperous, boisterous, and prone to violent 
action after having partaken in intoxicating beverages; 
C. In permitting said John and Jane Does to remain on Boomer's premises after 
they had become obstreperous, boisterous, and had engaged a violent action towards 
Plaintiffs on the date, time and place aforesaid; 
D. In failing to aid or attempt to aid Plaintiffs; 
E. In failing to provide security for the protection ofpatrons of the Starnes when 
it knew or should have known that many fights regularly occur in an establishment that is in 
the business of selling intoxicating beverages to the general public; 
F. In failing to exercise reasonable care and caution in protecting Plaintiffs. 
\MESIJFD COMP1,ANT AND 
)EMAND FOR JURY TRIAI. 
LAW OFFICES OF  
CLARK AND FEENEY 
WPtEKTj3ORE. the Plaint.iffs pray for judgment against the Defendants as follows: 
1. For damages in such a~iinount as will be proven at the time of trial; 
2. For Plaintiffs' loss of income; 
3 .  For damages to Plaintiff Laura D. Jones for loss of consortium and society in an 
mount  to be prove11 at trial; 
4. For attorney's fees of $5,000.00 if this matter is uncontested, or if this matter is 
contested for such additional amounts as the Court dcems just; 
5. For Plaintiffs' costs incurred in pursuing this action; and 
6. For such other relief as the Court dcems just and equitable under the premises. 
1lA TED thls &day of October, 2008. 
L.4." OFFICES o r  r' 1. 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEW!STON, ! i > A W O  83501 
I1 DEMAND FOR JURY TRLAL 
11 Plaintiffs demand a jury trial of all issues in this cause and states pursuant to Rule 38@) of 
/I the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure that said Plaintiff will not stipulate to a jury of less than twelve 
11 (12) persons in number. 
DATED this e d a y  of October, 2008. 
-- 
I 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
! I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the &day of October, 2008, 1 caused to be served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document by the method indicated below, 'and addressed to the ' following: 
Hand Delivered 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
AM8;V;UUED COMPLAINT AND 
DIgMANI) FOR JURY rRlAL 
LAW i > F i l C i S  O? 
CLARK AND FEENEY 
BKADY IAW,  CHARTERED 
Micliael G. Brady, ISR 1112932 
St. Mary's Crossing 
2537 W. State Street, Suite 200 
Boise, ID 83702 
TE1,EPHONE: (208) 345-8400 
FACSIMILE: (208) 322-4486 
FILED 
Attorneys for Defendants Starnes, TTJ's Inc., dba Roomer's 
IN T11E DISTRICT COUR'I OF TFiE, SECOND JllDlClAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE (>F ll>AlIO, IN "041) f2011 TffE COUNTY OF NlS% I'%RCF, 
JOSNIJA C. JONES and 1,AURA D. JONES, 
husband and wife, 
JAY R. S'rARNES and JIJLIE A STARNES, 
husband and wlfe; TTJ's INC , an Idaho 
corporation, dba BOOMEK'S, and JOHN and 
JANE DOES 1 through 50, 
Case No. CV 06-00768 
ANSWER TO AMENDED 
COMPLAINT FOR PERSONAL 
INJURYAND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL 
Defendants Jay 73. Stanles and Julie A. Starnes, husband and wife, and 'ITJ's Inc., an 
Idaho corporation dba Boomer's ("Defendants"), by and through their counsel of record, Brady 
Law, Chartered, as and for an answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaillt For Personal Injury and 
Demand for Jury Trial plead and allege as follows: 
ANSWER TO AMENDED CORIPIAAINT AND DFNAPXI FOR JURY TRLAI, - Page I 
0137 0022 
FSRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
COUNT ONE 
Defendants deny each and cvery allegation contained in PlaintifEs' Amended C~inplaint, 
unless expressly and specifically hereinafter admitted. 
1. With regard to paragraph 1 of the First Cause of Action, Count One of Plaintiffs' 
Amended Complaint, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein. 
2. With regard to paragraph 2 of the First Cause of Actioll, Count One of Plaintiffs' 
Amended Complaint, Defendants adnlit each and cvery allegation contained therein. 
3. With regard to paragraph 3 of the First Cause of Actioll, Count One of Plailltiffs' 
Amended Complaint: Defendants admit only that the court has jurisdiction of this case. 
Defe~~dants  deny that this matter is subject to Idaho jurisdiction pursuant to Idaho Code 5 5-514. 
4. With regard to paragraphs 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, of the First Cause of Action, Count 
One of Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint, Defendants are without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein, and therefore deny 
the same 
5. With regard to paragraph 10 of the First Cause of Action, Count One of Plaintiffs' 
Amended Complaint, Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a 
belief as to the truth of this statement since no jurisdictional amount has been established, and 
therefore deny the same. 
COUNT TWO 
6. Defendants replead and reallege each and every admission, denial, and defense 
.Ah'SWER TO AMENDED COMPLANT .4ND DERIATYD FOR JURY TRI.41, - Page 2 
01 37 0022 
previously pled in tu~s\vering Plaintifi' .4mcnded Complaint. 
7. With regard to paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the First Cause of Action, Count 'Two 
of Plaintiffsfs; Amended Complaint, Defendants are without knowledge or infonnation sufficient 
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegdtions contailled therein, and therefore deny the same. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
COUNT ONE 
8. Defendants replead and reallege each and every admission, denial, and defense 
previously pled in answering Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint. 
9. With regard to paragraph 1 of the Second Cause of Action, Count One of 
Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint, Defendants admit that T'SJ's, lnc. is the owner of a business that 
sells beer, wtne, andlor whlskey and other ltquor by the drlnk by thc name of Roomer's. 
Defendants deny that the address of Boomer's 1s 90301 Second Street, Clty of Lewlston, County 
of Nez Perce, Statc of Idaho. Defendants admit that the public is invited to come into said 
business establishment for the purchase of beer, wine andlor whiskey and other liquor by the 
drink. Defendants deny that 'ITJ's, lnc. did not employ security to protect andlor police 
Roomer's, or the public inside and outside of Roomer's on Stames' property. 
10. With regard to paragraph 2 of the Second Cause of Action, Count One of 
Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein, and therefore deny the same. 
COUNT TWO 
11. Defendants replead and reallege each and every admission, denial, and defense 
previously pled in answering Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint. 
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12. With reg=-d to ~AI-agraphs; 1. I R ,  lB, I(:: ID; lE,  and IF, of the Second Cause of  
Action, Count Two of Plaintiffs' .Amended Complaint, only legal conclusions ;ire alleged therein 
which do not require an artswer, but, to the extent that factual allegdtdtjons are contained therein, 
Ijefendants deny the same. 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
COUNT ONE 
1 Defendants replead and reallege each and every admission, denial, and defense 
previously pled in answering Plaintiffss: Amended Complaint. 
14. With rcgard to paragraph 1 of the Third Cause of Action, Count One of Plaintiffs' 
Amended Complaint, Defendants admit that TTJ's, lnc. is the owner of a business that sells heer, 
wine, andlor whiskey and other liquor by the drink by the name of Boomer's. Defendants deny 
that the address of' Boomer's is 90301 Second Street, City of Lewiston, County of Nez Perce, 
State of' Idaho. Defendants admit that the public is invited to come into said business 
establishment for the purchase of heer, wine andlor whiskey and other liquor by the drink 
Defendants deny that TTJ's, lnc. did not employ security to protect and/or police Roomer's, or 
the public inside and outside of'Roomer's on Stames' property. 
15. With rcgard to paragraph 2 of the Third Cause of Action, Count One of Plaintiffs' 
Amended Complaint? Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to fonn a 
bellef as to the t~u th  of'the allegations contained therein, and therefore deny the same. 
COUNT TWO 
16. Defenclants replead and reallege each and every admission, denial, and defense 
previously pled in answering Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint. 
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bclicfas to the truth of the allegutions containcd therein, and therefore deny the same. 
COGNT TWO 
16. 1)efendmts replead and reallege each and every admission, denial; and defense 
l~reviously pled in answering l'lainliffs' Amended Complaint. 
17. With regard to pangraphs I ,  IA, IN, IC, ID, 1E, and IF of the Third Cause of 
Action, Count Two of Plaintiffs' ilrnended Complaint, only legal conclusions are alleged therein 
which do not require an answer, but, to the extent that factual allegations are contained therein, 
Ikfendants deny the same. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' injuries and damages, if any, were caused by the negligence, fault or 
responsibility of Plainiiffs, which negligence, fault or responsibility was at least equal to, or 
greater in degree, t h a ~  any negligence, fault or responsibility of Defendants. In answering this 
defense, Defendants do not admit any negligence: fault or responsibility on their behalf, but to 
the contrary, specifically deny all such allegations. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' injuries and damages, if any, were caused by the superseding, intervening acts 
andlor negligence, fault or responsibility of third persons not parties to this action. 
FOURTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' injuries and damages, if any, reasonably could have been avoided by the 
Plaintiffs. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' injuries and damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by 
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the interitional acts of third persons not parties to this action. 
SIXTH IJEFICNSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for damages, if' any, are barred by the Idaho Dram Shop Act, & 
5 23-808. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs were not patrons of Boomer's, nor were Plaintiff5 on Defendants' property at 
the tlrne of the alleged altercation 
EIGB'SW DEFENSE 
Pnor to the commencement of thls actlon. Plamtlffs faded to comply wlth the 
requirements of Idaho Code 5 23-808(5) by failing to provide notice of their claims or cause of 
action to Defendants by certified mail within (1 80) days f ion~ the date of the alleged altercation. 
NINETEI DEFENSE 
Defendzu~ts, Jay R .  Starnes and Julie A. Stames, are shareholders of Defendant TTJZs, 
lnc., and pursuant to Idaho Code 5 30-1-622, cannot be held personally liable for the acts or 
debts of the corporation. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defendants hereby demand a jury lrial pursuant to Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 
38(b). 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for judgment as follows: 
1. That Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint be dismissed with prejudice and that 
Plaintiffs take nothing hereunder; 
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Plaintiffs take nothirig lter-eunder; 
2. That Defentiants be awarded attorney fees incurred in defending this action 
pursuant to m o  Code $6 12-120 and 12-121 ; 
3. That Defendants be awarded costs and disbursements necessarily incun-ed in 
defending this action 1,ursuant to Idaho Rules of Civil l'rocedure Rule 54; ancl 
4. For such other and further rel~ef as the Court may deem just and proper. 
DATED this ~~ .&C --~~..- day of January, 2009. 
H1IAI)Y LAW. CIJARTEIIEI) 
--.. 
Attorneys for Defendants Starnes, 
\, 
TTJ's, lnc. dba Roomer's 
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CERTIFICATE OF SEIIVICE; 
I f-iEIIEBY CER'TIFY that on the ~. z - c d a y  ..- of January 2009, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing dcicumcnt to he served upon the followltlg person(~) In the follo\vllig 
manner: 
Charles M. Stmschein 
Clark And Feeney 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
PO Drduzer 285 
l,ewiston, ID 83501 
[x l  U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
[ 1 Express Mail 
[ Hand Delivery 
[ ] Facsimile Transmission 
[ ] Federal Express 
[?I Electronic Mail 
, , I 
n r :  , , : p  
" 
2 L--k&% y.. , ,.- 
Michael G. &ad$ 
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BlL1,UY LAW, CliARTEKED 
Michael <;. IZrady, ISB 1111293 
Stephen d. Olson, lSB #4074 
St. Mary's Crossing 
2537 W. Stale Street, Suite 200 
Boise, ID 83702 
'I7EI,EPFIC)NE: (208) 345-8400 
FACSIMILE: (208) 322-4486 
Attorneys for Defendants Starnes and TTJ's, Inc., dba Boomer's 
IN THE DISTRICT COIJRTI' OF THE SECOND JUDICIIZI~ DIS'I'RICI' OF 7F1E 
STATE OF IDAI10, IN AND FOR TFIE COUNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
JOSFllJA C JONES and ];AURA D JONES, 
husband and wlfe, 
Plaintiff, 
JAY R. STARNES and JULIE A. STARNES, 
husband and wife; 'I'TJ's N C . ,  an Idaho 
corporation, dba ROOMERS, and JOHN and 
JANE DOES 1 through 50, 
Case No. CV 06-00768 
DEFENDANTS' MO?'ION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Defendants. 
COME NOW, Defendants Jay R. Stames and Julie A. Starnes, and TTJ's Inc., d/b/a 
Roomer's, and pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure56 move for summary judgment on the 
grounds that there are no material questions offact in dispute, thereby entitling Defendants to 
judgment in then favor as a matter of law. 
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ORIGINAL 
This motion is based on the pleadings and other docurnetlts of record ill this case, and is 
supported by the accompanying memorandum of law, and the Affidavit of Michael C i .  13rady in 
Support of1)efendants' Motion for Snmrnary Judgment 
I3A'I'EI) this -3 --..day of June, 2009. 
13KrXDY LAW: CFIAKSERED 
and TTJ's Inc., dba Boomer's 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I 
I IIEREI3Y CEI1TIFY that on the day of June, 20(19, I caused a tme and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be sewed upon the fbllowiny personjs) in the following 
Charles R.f. Stroschein 1.~1 U.S. Mail, Postase Prepaid 
Clark And Feeney [ 1 lixpress Mail 
'The Train Station, Suite 201 [ 1 Hand Delivery 
13th and Main Streets [ 1 Facsimile Transmission 
1'0 Drawer 285 [ / Federal Express 
1,ewiston; ID 83501 [ 1 Electronic Mail 
.. . 
~ i c h a a ~ .  Brady 
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F I LED 
BR4DY LAM', CIIARTElZED 
Rlichael G. Urady, ISB #I293 
Stephen J. Olson, ISW #4074 
St. Msry's Crossing 
2537 W. State Street, Suite 200 
Boise, ID 83702 
'TELEPIIOW,: (208) 345-8400 
FACSIMILE: (208) 322-4486 
Attorneys for 1)efendants Starnes and TTJ's, Inc., dba Roomer's 
IN TIJE 1lIS'I'KIC:T COURT OF 1.I1E SECOND JIJDICIAI. DISTRICT OF .fHE 
S7 A1 E OF IDA1 10,  IN AND FOR TI?E C O W  Y OF NET I'EKCE 
JOSI-IUA C .  JONES and LAURA D. JONIiS: 
husband and wife, 
Plaintiff, 
JAY R. STARNES and KJLIE A. STARNES, 
husband and wife; TTJs INC., an Idaho 
corporation, dba ROOMER'S, and JOHN and 
JANE DOES 1 through 50, 
Case No. CV 06-00768 
MEMORANDUM IN SllPPORT OF 





Defendants Jay R. Starnes and Julie A. Stan~es, and 17"'s Inc, d/b/a Roomer's 
(hereinafter collectively referred to "Boomer's"), submit this memorandum in accordance with 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56 (c) in support of lbeir motion for summary judgment against -- 
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PiaintiYfs fsoshl~a C. Jones and 1,aura 11. Jones (I~creinaltcr cc~lleetivcly referred to as "the 
Joneses"). 
11. 
STA'TEMENT OF lijNDISPIJ'1'ED FACTS 
'l'his ease involves Plaintiff Joshua C. Jones ("Joshua"), who \vas not a patron of 
1)efendant Boomer's, and who allegedly sustained injuries as a proximate result of a chain of 
events as to which Boomer's either owed no duties to the Joneses, or which the Joneses are 
unable to prove were breached. As a result Boomer's is entitled to judgment in its favor as a 
matter of law. 
'The Joneses arrived in a parking area in front of'J3oomer's in the early morning hours of 
December 18: 2005. 7'he Joneses were in their vehicle. *Tee Amended Complaint and Demand 
for Jury ?'rial, Second Cause of Action, Count One, 7 2, at p. 5 .  The Joneses were never patrons 
of Boomer's that night. See Answer to Defendants' Request for Admission No. 4; Affidavit of 
Michael G. Brady ("Braciy Affidavit"), Exhibit I .  They did not even enter the inside of 
Boomer's at all prior to the events which underlie this lawsuit. See Answer to Defendants' 
Request for Admission No. 2; Brady Affidavit, Exhibit I .  'The Joneses do not know the name of 
the person who attacked Joshua. 'They can only provide very general descriptions of the attacker 
as "Mexican or lndian," his approximate size, and thc color and style of a single article of 
clothing he was wearing. See Answer to Defendants' Request for Admission No. 18; Bradp 
Affidavit, Exhibit 2. 
In addition to the above-referenced responses to requests for admission, both Joshua and 
his wife Laura unequivocally testified at their respective depositions that they cannot prove the 
identity of the assailant, nor can they prove any facts about his activities within Boomer's prior 
to the disturbance outside Boomer's during which Joshua sustained his injuries. Joshua testified 
as follows: 
Q. So, you are unable to identify who the assailant was; is that correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you don't know whether it was one assailant or more than one 
assailant? 
A. I know that it was at least one 
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0. And other than being hit in the jaw, do you reinember being hit anywhere 
else? 
A. 1,ike I say, I thought 1 was - -  1 thought I was either landed on; or kneed, or 
kicked in the side .... but I wasn't able to see at that point. I was waking 
up from bring knocked out cold. 
Q. Do you know whether the assailant or assailants that struck you were 
intoxicated'? 
A. No. No. 1 -- no. I couldn't say, no. 
Deposition of Joshua Jones, p. 58, 1,. 13 - -  p. 59, 1,. 2; Rrady Affidavit, Exhibit 3. 1,aura's 
testimony is consistent: 
Q. Okay. Again, you can't identify who the assailant was? 
A. No. 
Q. 110 you know if he even came out of Boomer's? 
A. I don't 
Q. Okay. And you don't know if he was intoxicated? 
A. No. 1 don't. 
Ileposition of Laura Jones, p. 21, 1.1,. 15-22; Hrady Affidavit, Exhibit 4. 
Summary judginent is appropriate when the pleadings, depositions, admissions, and 
affidavits on file show that there is no gen~~ine  issue as to any material fact and that the moving 
party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. l.R.C.P. 56(c); Olsen v. J.A. Freeman Co., I17 
Idaho 706,791 1'.2d 1285 (1990). 
'She Idaho Supreme Coul-t addressed the burdens each party must meet in a summary 
judgment proceeding in Smith v. Meridian Joint School Dist. No. 2, 128 Idaho 714, 918 P.2d 583 
(1996): 
'She burden of establishing the absenee of a genuine issue of 
material faet rests at all times with the party moving for summary 
judgment. In order to meet its burden, the moving party must 
challenge in its motion and establish throueh evidence the absenee 
of anv genuine issue of material faet on an element of the -- 
nonmoving party's case. If the moving party fails to challenge an 
element or fails to present evidence establishing the absence of a 
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genuine issue of material fdct 011 that element, thc hurdcn docs not 
shift to the nonmoving party, and the nonmoving party is not 
required to respond with supporting evidence. I f  /he nzoving purfy 
chulienges an element of ihe nonrnc~i~ingpurty's case on the busis 
ihai no genuine issue ofnzuteriul.fuct exists, the burden ?hen && 
to the nonmoving p u r ~  to come forward w i t m c i e n t  evidence& 
create a penuine issgg._oj&. S u m i n u ~ ~  judgment i r  properly 
grunted in .favor o f  the moving par-ty. when the nonmoving par@ 
fails lo e.?tablish the existence oj" an element essential to that 
party's case upon which that purty bears ?he burden oj"prooj" at 
trial, 'The party opposing the summary judgment motion Amap 
not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of that party's 
pleadings, but the party's response, by affidavits or as otherwise 
provided in this NIC, must set forth specific facts showing that 
there is a gemline issue for trial. If the nonmoving party does not 
come forward with evidence as provided in I.R.C.P. 56(e), then 
summary judgment, if appropriate, shall be entered against the 
party. 
(Citations omitted). 
Id., 128 Idaho at 714, 918 P.2d at 588 (interval citations omitted; underscoring added) 
"Summary judgment dismissal of a claim is appropriate when the plaintiff fails to 
submit evidence to establish an essential element of a claim." See McGilvray v. Farmers New 
World Life Ins. Co, 136 Idaho 39, 42, 28 P.3d 380, 383 (2001). As such, summary judgment 
"n111st be entered against the non-moving party who fails to make a showing sufficient to 
establish existence of an element, which is essential to his case and upon which he will bear the 
burden of proof at trial." u. Applying these well-recognized standards, summary judgincnt for 
Boomer's is proper in this case. 
IV. 
LEGAL ARGUMEN'T 
A. There Is No Viable Cause of Action Under Idaho Code 523.808. 
As a matter of policy in Idaho, the legislat~~rc has imposed limitations on the potential 
liability of business establishments or social hosts that provide alcoholic beverages for injuries 
caused by the conduct of intoxicated persons. 'The limitations are set forth in Idaho Code $23 
808, which provides in it's entirely: 
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(1 j The legislature fillcis that it is not the furnishing of alcoholic beverages 
that is the proximate cause of injiuics inflicted bv intoxicated Dcrsons arld 
it is the intent o the legislature, therefore, to limit dranl shop and social 
host liability; provided, that the legislature finds that the filrnishi~~g of 
alcoholic beverages niay constitute a proximate cause of injuries inflicted 
by intoxicated aer'wms under the circunslances set forth in s~lhsection (3) 
of this section, 
(2) No claim or cause of action may he bought by or on behalf of any person 
who has suffered injury, death or other danlage caused bv an intoxicated 
against any person who sold or otherwise furnished alcoholic 
beverages to the intoxicated person, except as provided in s~~bsection (3) 
of this section, 
(3) A person who has suffered injury, death or any other damage caused bv 
un intoxicated person, may bring a claim or cause of action against any 
person who sold or otherwise fi~rnishcd alcoholic beverages to the 
intoxicated person, only if: 
(a) 7'he intoxicated person was younger than the legal age for the 
cons~~n~ption of alcoholic beverages at the time the alcoholic beverages 
were sold or furnished and the person who sold or furnished the alcoholic 
beveragcs knew or ought reasonably to have known at the time the 
alcoholic beverages were sold or f~~rnished that the intoxicated person was 
yolmger than the legal age for consumption for the alcoholic beverages; or 
(b) The intoxicated person war obviouslv infoxicated at the time the 
alcoholic beverages were cold or filrnished, and the person who sold or 
furnished the alcoholic beverages knew or ought reasonably to have 
known that the intoxicatctl person was obviollsly intoxicated. 
(4) (a) No claim or came of action pursllant to subsection (3) of this section 
shall lie on behalf of the intoxicated person nor on behalf of the 
intoxicated person's estate or representatives. 
(b) No claim or cause of action pursllant to subsection (3) of this section 
shall lie on behalf of a person which is a passenger in an automobile 
driven by an intoxicated person nor on behalf of the passenger's estate or 
representatives. 
( 5 )  No claim or cause of action may bc brought under this section against a 
person who sold or otherwise fimished alcoholic beverages to an 
intoxicated person unless the person bringing the claim or cause of action 
notified the person who sold or otherwise furnished alcoholic beverages to 
the Intoxicated person within one hundred eighty (1 80) days fiom the date 
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the claim or cause of action a-ose by certified mail that the clairn or cause 
of action would be brought. 
(6) For the purposes of this section: the term "alcoholic beverage" shall 
include alcoholic liquor a? defined in section 23-105, Idaho Code, beer as 
defined in section 23-1001, Idaho Code, and wine as defined in section 23- 
1103, Idaho Code. 
Idaho Code $23-908 (emphasis added) 
.4s is plainly evident from the emphasized Ianguage in the above-quoted statute, there are 
two facts essential to the claim of anybody asserting a liability claim against a dram shop. First, 
an "intoxicated person" must he the cause of the injury, death, harm or other damage at issue. 
Second, the dram shop must have wrongfully served the intoxicated person. 'The Joncses cannot 
possibly establish either of these essentiaI facts. Both Joshua and Laura have ~lneq~~ivocally 
admitted that they cannot identify the person who struck Joshua. Necessarily, therefore, they 
cannot conceivably prove whether that person was intoxicated, or whether agents of Boomer's 
wrongfully served that person. The inability to prove these elements essential to their claim 
entitles Boomer's to sumlnary judgment 
R. Any 1)uties a Tavernkeeper Has Concerning Criminal Acts or  h~tentional 
Misconduct by Third Persons Are Duties Owed Only to the Tavernkeeper's 
Patrons. 
'Ihe Idaho Court of Appeals was faced with an injury claim by a patron of a bar in McGill 
v. Frasure, 1 I7  Idaho 598; 790 P.2d 379 (Ct. App. 1990). In the course of its discllssion the - 
collrt of appeals reviewed the state of existing law governing the bar owner's liability: 
Our research has yielded no direct Idaho precedent concerning the duty a 
tavernkeeper owes his patrons to protect them from criminal assalllts or 
intentional lniscondllct by third parties. Numerous courts in other jurisdictions 
have ruled on this issue and have determined that while not an insurer o f  safe& 
o f  his patrons, the tavernkeeper owes them a dutp to exercke reasonable rare to 
protect them from reusonablv foreseeable iniurp at the handr o f  other putrons. 
Annot., Tavernkeeper - Pafrorz Assault 43 A.L.R.~' 281 (1986). This is also in 
accord with the principles enunciated in the RESTA'TEMENT (SECOND) OF 
'TORTS $ 5  314A, 344 (1965). 
Thus, to establish liability of the tavernkeeper it must be shown that the 
risk of harm was foreseeable. McGill argued to the trial col~rt that this 
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ii11-eueeability requirement was satisfied by a 3howing that Guidinyer knew or 
should have known of the dangerous propensity of a particular patron, namely 
Frasure. T h i s  specific knowledge standard is taken from a test set out in hJevit? v. 
C:uriosco, 139 h4ont. 513* 365 P.2d 637 (1961). A majority ofjurisdictiolls acc.ept 
this method of' proling forcseeabilitg. It has also been held that specific 
knowledge of an individual's dangerous propensity does not provide the sole 
method of proving foreseesability. Instead, foreseeability "can be shown by 
proving that, based on past experience: a pronriefor knew o f  or sho~rld have 
recoznized the likelihood of  dixorderlv conduct by third persons in peneral 
which rniphf endanzer the safety o f  the proprietor's aafrons." Allen v, Babrab, 
Inc., 438 So.2d 356, 357 (Fla.1983j. Language in 5 344 of the SECOND 
RESTATEMENT would also indicate this knowledge of third persons in general 
may suffice. 
Mm, 117 ldaho at 601 790 P.2d at 382 (emphasis added). 
It is undisputed in t l ~ e  case at bar that we are dealing with a criminal assault or 
intentional misconduct by a third person, namely the unidentified assailant. @$&! 
makes it clear that a tavernkeeper's liability as to such conduct is limited to exercising 
reasonable care for the safety of the tavernkeeper's patrons. With the duty so limited, it 
logically follows that a tavcrnkecper has no duties as to non-patrons. 'rhe Joneses were 
not patrons of Boomer's, as they have expressly admitted under oath in their responses to 
requests for admission and their deposition testimony. As a matter of law, therefore, they 
lack the status to have any claim against Boomer's for the collduct of the unidentified 
assailant. 
C. There Is Either No Evidence to Support Plaintiffs' Various Negligence 
Allegations, o r  There Are No Duties as Alleged. 
The Joneses make several allegations against Boomer's as to which they will not 
be able to establish essential elements, or there is no viable cause of action in the first 
place for the duty as alleged. Numerous Idaho cases have estabIished the prima~focie 
elements of a claim for negligence: 
In order to establish negligence, the Plaintiff must assert: (1) a duty, recognized 
by law, requiring the defendant to conform to a certain standard of conduct; (2) a 
breach of duty; (3) a casual connection between the defendant's conduct and the 
resulting injuries; and (4) actual loss or damage. Brooks v. Logan, 127 ldaho 484, 
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3898, 903 Ii.2d 73, 78 (1995:) (citing ,,{legria v. Puyc~nk, 101 ldaho 617, 619: 619 
P.2d 135: 137 jl980jj. 
I-Iansen . . v. Ci& - .. of -. Pocatello, 145 Idaho '700, 702, 184 I'.3d 206: 208 (2008j 
The central element of the existence of a duty recognized by law is missing as to 
several of the Soneses' allegations. For example, the Joneses assert that Boomer's was 
negligent ior not aiding them. See Amcndcd Complaint, Second Cause of Action, Count 
Two, 1/ l.D, p. 6 (and repeated in the 'Third Cause oihction, Count Two, p. 8). There 
was no duty on a part of Boomer's to do so: 
Ordinarily, there is no affirmative duty to act, assist, or protect someone 
else. Coghlan, 133 ldaho at 399, 987 P.2d at 3 11. Such an affirmative duty 
"arises only when a special relationship exists between the parties." Id whether a 
special relationship exists is determined by evaluating "the sum total of those 
considerations of policy whicb lead the law to say that a particular Plaiutiff is 
entitled to protection." Id (quoting W. Prosscr, Law of Torts 333 (3d ed.1964)). 
Baccus v. Ameripride Services. i& 145 Idaho 346, 350, 179 P.3d 309, 313 (2008) - -- 
'Ihe only -'special relationship" in the context of the instant case that wollld support the 
existence of an affirmative duty to act is the relationship of bar-bar patron. 'That relationship, 
howcver, did not exist. Accordingly, the Joncses also have no viable causes of action for alleged 
negligence by Boomer's in not providing security for patrons; or not cxercisirlg reasonable care 
for the Joneses' protection. See Amended Complaint, Second Cause of Action, Count 'Two, 111 
I .E and 1 .F, p. 6 (and repeated in 'fiird Cause of Action, Count Two, p. 8). 
Some of the Joneses' allegations do not provide the basis for recovery because they 
cannot prove there was a breach of the duty as alleged. For example, they a se r t  that it was 
negligent to allow unknown individuals to enter into and remain on the premises of Boomer's 
when agents of Boomer's had reason to know of "violent, belligerent, and disorderly propensities 
. . ." The Joneses further assert that it was negligent to serve intoxicating beverages to persons 
who possessed such propensities. See Amended Complaint, Second Cause of Action, Count 
'Two, 11 1 .A, I.B, and 1.C, p. 6 (and repeated in Third Cause of Action, Count 'Two, p. 8). 'The 
concl~~sion that the Joneses will be unable to prove that there was a breach of such duties is again 
supported by the inability to identify the assailant, along with the Joneses' non-patron status. 
h1EMORANDUM IT% SbPPORT OF DEFE"IDANT5' MOTION FOR SIJMWARY I1:DGRIENT - PACF 8 
0137 0022 
Allegations of' negligence for allowing those of so-caIled violent propensities to enter a11d remain 
on the premises. and for being served alcohol while on the prenlises, necessarily requires an 
examination of just who wz; allo\ved to enter and remain, and who was served alcohol. Simply 
put, the Joneses have to prove a direct link between the alleged breach of duty by Boomer's; and 
the perpetrator of the ultimate h m .  Otherwise, the Joneses wol~ld be allowed a potential 
recovery merely because a chain of unfortunate events occurred in proximity to Roomer's. Such 
a result is completely inconsistent with Idaho law. Bar owners are not strictly liable for whatever 
nlay happen in or near their establishments, yet that would be the net result if the ioneses' claim 
is allowed to proceed without proof connecting the assailant to allegedly wrongfill conduct by 
I3ooiner's. As to the significance of the Joneses non-patron status, their own con~plaint asserts 
that allowing individ~rals with alleged violent propensities to enter and remain on the premises 
constituted a danger "to the safe@ o f  the patrons at said establishment." See .knended 
Complaint, 7 ] .A,  pp. 6, 8 (emphasis added). The Joneses, however, were not members of the 
very class of persons their own complaint states was imperiled by s ~ ~ c h  alleged negligence. They 
s h o ~ ~ l d  not now be spared the legal consequences oftheir exel~~sion from that class. 
V. 
CONCIIUSION 
Based on the facts, legal authority and reasoning set fhrtl~ above, the e o ~ ~ r t  s h o ~ ~ l d  ente~ 
judgment in favor of Defendants Starnes and Boomer's as a matter of law, and dismiss the 
Joneses' complaint against them with prejudice. 
DATED this 3: day of June 2009. 
BRADY LAlli, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendants Starnes and 1. 
TTJ's Ine., d/b/a Boomer's 
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CEKTIFICA'TE OF SERVlCE 
day of June, 1009; I c a ~ ~ s e d  a true and coi~ect I HEREBY CEK-I'IFY that on the 
copy of' the foregoing document lo be served upon the following person(s) in the following 
manner: 
Charles M. Stroschein 
Clark And Feeney 
The Train Station, Siiitc 201 
13th and Main Streets 
PO Drawer 285 
i.,e\viston. 113 83501 
[x] U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
[ Express Mail 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
[ ] Facsimile Transmission 
[ ] Federal Express 
[ ] F-lectronic Mail 
MEMORANDUM 1K SUPPORT 0 8  DEFENDANTS' k1OTION FOR SUMMARY JLDGVENT PACE 10 
0137 0022 
13RAI)Y LAW, CI-LARTEREI) 
Michael G. Brady, ISB #I293 
Stephen J. Olson, ISB #4074 
St. Mary's Crossing 
2537 W. State Street, Suite 200 
Boise, 11) 83702 
'.. .- 
i;.) , 1 3,""  ' >,A :" 1 :., S 
DEPUTY 
TELEPHONE: (208) 345-8400 
FACSIMILE: (208) 322-4486 
Attorneys for Defendants Starnes and TTJ's, Ine., dhe Boomer's 
IN 7I-IE IIISSRICT COURT OF TIIE SECOND JUIIICIAI. DlS? IIIC'T 01: ?'I-LI< 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TEIE COUN'I'Y OF NEZ PERCE 
JOSHUA C. JONES and LAURA D. JONES, Case No. CV 06-00768 
hushand and wife, 
Plaintiffl 
! 
I);FFII)AVIT OF MICIIAEI, G. R U D Y  
IN SUPPORT OF DEFFlNDANTS' 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
.rus)G MENT 
JAY B. STARNES and JULIE A. STARNES, 
husband and wife; TTJ's INC., an Idaho 
corporation, dba BOOMERS, and JOEIN and 
JANE DOES 1 through 50, 
Defendants. 
STATE OF IDAI-LO ) 
: SS 
County of Ada 1 
MICHAEL G. RRADY, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and state as follows: 





1 .  I an1 an active ine~nher of the Idaho Staie Bar_ and cou~~se l  of' record for 
Defelldants Siariles and T'I'J's Inc., d/b/a i3oomer's in this case. As such I have personal 
knowledge ofthe facts and circumstances set forth herein. 
7 &. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a kue and correct copy of Plaintiffss' Answers to 
Defendants' First Set of Interrogatories. Requests for Production and Requests for Admissions 
propounded to Plaintiffs. 
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of PIai~ltifPs r \ ~ ~ s ~ e r s  Lo 
l>efendanis' Second Requests for Admissions to Plailltiffs. 
4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 are true and correct copies of pages from the 
deposition of Plailltiff Joshua Jones taken in connection with this case. 
5. Attacl~ed hereto as Exhibit 4 are true and correct copies of pages from the 
deposition of Plaintiff I..aura Jones taken in connection with this case. 
- . ~ ~ . ~  
S1JBSCRIBl;D AKD SWOJtN 1.0 BEFORE me this x- day of June, 2009 
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P4Gh 2 
0137 0022 
CE1CTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I lli:3tElSY CEK.TlI:Y illat on the day of June, 2009, 1 caused a true and correct 
~ n p y  of the ftrrego~ng document to he served upon rile iollow~ng person(s) In the follow~ng 
Charles M. Stroschein [x] 13,s. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Clark And 1:eelley /I ] Express Mail 
The Train Station, Suite 201 [ ] Hand Delivery 
13th and blain Streets [ ] 1:acsimile Transmission 
PO Drawer 285 [ J Federal Express 
ldewistoll, 111 83501 [ 1 Electronic Mail 
.IFFIDAVIT OF MICIIAEL G. BKhDY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMEVT - 
PAGE 3 
0137 0022 
AFFIDAVI'T OF MlCflAEl G. BRADY 1N SUI'POR'f 01: IllII^I~Y~I\IDANTS' 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JlJDMENT 
CltiARLES M. S'TROSC:l-IETI\; 
C L A R K  and 121j,ENEY 
Attorneys for PlaintifP 
'Pile Train Statioll, Suite 201 
13th and ga in  Streets 
13. 0. Orawer 285 
Lewisiun, Idaho 83501 
Telepllone: (208)74?-95 16 
IN 1'HE DISTRICT COIJliT' OF'THE'TI-i1R.D JT.JIlICIAl, IIIS'1'RIC'l' OF 'T IE  
STATE OF ID.41~10, IN AND FOR THE COIJN'TY OF S E Z  PERCE 
JOSff'iJA C:. JONES, and I R U R A  1 
r). .TONEAS, hushfi~~d and wife, ) Case KO. CV 06-00768 
) 
I'lai~ltiffs, ) PLAIN'I'IFFS' ANSWEKS TO 
) TjEFENIIANTS' FIRST SET OF 
VS. ) INTEKROGATORIES; I<IZQT?ES'TS 
) FOR PKOl~UC7'lON AND Rl!,QUES'I 
JAY R. SVARNES and JUI,lE A. ) 1;OR ADMISSIONS I'ROPOIJXDED 
S'ThRNES, husband alltl wife; 'TTJ's ) TO PLAINTIFFS 
Inc., 1 
an Idaho corporation dba 1300MEK'S; 1 
and JOHN and JAKF DOES I through 50, ) 
1 
I 
20 11 Defendants. I 




COME NOW Plailltiffs and answers Defendallts First Set of Interrogatories and 
Requests for Production to Plaintiffs as follows: 
""25 
2 6  
;, ", 
PL.AINTIFFS~"I?~TERROC;.C,TORIES & SQUEST 
FOR PRODUCTION OF UOClJMEYTJ 
I TO DEFENDANTS 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICIJAEL, G. BR EFF3W3AN56~~ 
< \ [l 
t , ,, ,: 
1 l J z '~, , : '  ... 
MOTION J:OR SLJMMARY JUD L A R K  A N D  FEENEY 1 
' , r. 
L E W i i T O N .  130145 a;=: 
It sl~oiild i ) c  noled i l ~ i i r  this rcsporiciing party 1x1s not fully conlpleted their 
investigation of tile hc t s  rclaicd to illis c;ise, ilns not hilly cor~lpleieti thcir ciiscoverj; in this 
action, and has not  completed their preparehog for trial. All ofthe answers containzdherei~~ 
arc based only upon sucll information and docunlenis which are preseiltly available to and 
specifically kliowrl to this respondinir in  party and disclose only those contentions which 
presently occur to such responding party. 
It is anticipated that further discovery, indcpelldent investigation, legal research and 
analysis will supply additional facts, add meaning to the known facts, as well as establish 
entirely new factual conclusions, all oPwhic11 may lead to substantial additions to, changes 
in, and variations from the contentions hel~eill szt forth. 'The fbllowing Illtcnogatory 
responses arc given without prejudice to the responding palty's right to produce evitlence of 
any subsequently discovered fact or facts which this responding party may later recall. The 
responding party accordingly reserves the right to change any ant1 all answel-s herein as 
additiollal facts are ascertained, analyses are made, legal research is conlpleted, and 
contentions are made. 'I'he answers contained herein are made in a good-faith effort to 
supply as much factual i~lformation and as much specificatioll of legal contentions as is 
presently known but should in no way be to the prejudice of this responding party in relation 
to further discovery, research or analysis. 
PLAINTIFFS' WTERROGATORIES & E Q I J E S T  
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
TO DEFFNDANTS 2 
AI'E.IDAVI'T OF MICI-IAEL G. RRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEFEWAY5SLv 
MO'I'lON FOR SlJMMARY JUDMEY-I' C L A R K  AN13 FEEBEY 
i .Ew!STON.  ioai io ~3:oi  
I;V'i'EK.KOC;-tl'CJK.tE~E,"i 
IN'Tl?I?KOCit%'T'ORY NO. I : Please state Ihc I I ~ I I I ~ ,  address ant1 pi-~one numl>ei- -- - 
af each persorl helping you in atlsu~ering these interrogatories and for. each person state 
specifically \vhic,h interrogatory they helped you answer. 
a ) y E g :  
Charles M. Strosehein 
Clark and Feeney 
1229 hlairl Street 
I,ewiston, ID 8350 1 
(208) 743-265 1 
Laura Jones 
3610 15Ih Street iY5 
Lewiston, 111 8350 1 
(208) 305-91 89 
Sprie Jones 
22264 Webb Kd 
Lapwai, I'D 83540 
(208) 79 1-0420 
Toshua C. Jones 
36 10 15'" Street #S 
L,ewjston, ID 83501 
!208) 305-9189 
Cieorge "Bear" 'I'usker, Jr.  
22264 Webb Kd 
I.,apwai, 1D 83540 
(208) 79 1 -0420 
INTERROGATORY N0..2: Pleasegive thenanle, address andphonenu~nhe~-of each 
person who responded to the add placed in the Lewiston Morning Tribune on June 25,2006 
an3 for each such person please give a detailed response as to ihe substance of said persons 
claim or statement. 
ANSWER: See Exhibit A attached hereto. 
KEaEST FOR PRODUCTLON N0 . J :  Please produce Por illspection and copy all - 
PLANTLFFS' ICJTERROGATORIGS Xr ICEQUEST 
FORPRODUCTIOY OF DOCLMEYTS 
1'0 DEFEhDAYTS 3 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY 1s SGPPOR'r OF DEFENDApBTB'o* 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDMENT CLARK .AND F E E N E Y  
L C V ? , I T O N  i ?A i iO  o s o i  
ilbcrcat;o~~, assaull, battery or other illjury to persons or propelty which occurred or neai 
joonlers within the past five years 
KI:SPONSE See Iixhlblts A,  13, C dnd D attached hereto --- 
IN'TiKROGXPOIIY ~ -.--. ---- NO. 3: Please state the name, address alld phonenumber of any 
3erson within your, or your agents, knowledge, who has or may have information regal-ding 
my asiault, battery or injury at Boomels in the past five years and fol each person please 
a. ,R detailed substallce of their statemellt; 
b. 'The date of the alleged occurrence; 
c: Whether any c l am was ever iilecl, 
d Whether sald person lntends to file a clalm 
e Mihether the lncldent occurred 011 Boomer's property (as opposed to belrlg on 
the publlc sldewalk or street) 
ANSWER See Answer to interrogatory No I above, and Exhlblts A, B, C and D 
attached hereto 
INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Please state the name and address of each locatioll at 
whicll the Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, vlsited priol- to going to Boomers on the night of 
Decembel- 17, or early morning hours of December 18, 2005 
ANSU'ER: Joshua Jones, Laura Jones, Sprie Tucker, and George Tucker were at 
PLAINTIFFS' INTERROGATORIES & %?WEST 
FOK PROUGCTICN OF DOCTMENTS 
TO DEFF,?DANTS 4 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF D&FFyP%m'oi"' 
MOTION FOli SlJMMARY JUDMEWr 
A A N D  FEENEY 
L E W I I T O N .  104h0 03501 
Toot at approxiinately l0:00 p.m., and walked to Boomtown slaying ior apixoximately I 
hour they ran ~iito a couplc of fnends. Paul Oatnlan and I?ouls Schamhol$t, who were in 
need of transportation. /*ill six individuals got into plaintiffs' pickup, Laura k i n g  the diiver, 
and dro\;e Paul Oatmail home to the Lewistori Orchards. I..ouis Sc'iiarnhorst asked for a ride 
to Boomer's. Plaintiffs drove to Uooiner's andwere parked diveztly in  front of Boomer's SOI 
approxilnately 5 millutes waiting for Louis Schamhorst when !.he incident took place. 
XXOIJTS'~ FClR ADMiSSION NO. I :  Please admit that the Plaintifi'; Joshua C. -. - 
Jones, has ~ lo t  been inside Boomers for more than a year prior to the date oPthe incident. 
KESI'ONSE: Admit 
INTliRROG~SOKY N O 2  - If you deny Kequest for Adnllsslon No I please 
state the dares and tlnlcs when you were at Boomers in the year pnor to December 18,2005 
A S K :  Sec Answer to Request for Admissions No. 1 above. 
IEOTi33T FOR ADMISSION W L :  Please admit that the Plaillliff did not go 
inside Boomers on the night of the alleged incident. 
RESPONSE: Admit. 
KEOUES'I F-OR ADMISSION NO 3 Please adm~t  that the incldei~t compla~ned of 
did not occur on land or property onned by Defendants, STAWES (SIC) or TAJ's inc (SIC) 
RESPONSE: Deny 
DJTEKKOGATORS'NO. 6: Ifyou de11yRequest for AdmissionNo. 3 please describe 
PLAMTIFFS' INTERROGATORIES & REQUEST 
FOR PRODUCrION OF DOCIIMEKTS 
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MO'I'ION FOR SUMMARY JUDMENT 
CLA R A N D  F E E N E Y  
L E W I S T O N  iunro a3501 
ipeciiicaily whcril, i ipoii  lanci or prol?ertjj.ov~ncd by S'l'Al?\'F;S (sic) or 'TAi 's lnc.: (sic) i i~e  
incident occ-umed anii state w'iletl,ier the land ill quetiori is i~,viled or ieascd by the 
Defellclants. 
4NSWlpK: Plaintiff Josllua (,l Jones was physically injured in the narking area in L-L-.-&. 
front ofi3oonler's on or about i)eccmbe~- 18, 2005. rlefclldallts have supplied ansTn.ers and 
infonnatio~i regarding the ownership of Hoomei-'s to plaintifPs bq. wav oP discovery 
Atiiiched hereto 3s Exliihit t': is a true and col~ect  copj' of the legal description and aerial 
photograph of 13oorners owned by deferldarits Jay and Julia Starnes. 
IiEQUI<S'I 1:IjK ~ l I ~ M I S S r O N C ) L . ~ :  Please admit that neither Jay nor Julie 
STAINES (sic) were up011 the premises or ulpon the property at the time of the alleged 
incident. 
RFSI'ONSE: ~'lairltiffs arc ullable to admit or deny this request. 
__Apn 
JNr'f~M<O~~iA'~.Q.R~.,..NQ,.~: Pleasc give a tictzailed description of the Roomel-s 
employee(s) you a!lege t111-ew so~rleone out oPRoomw-s on date in questioll. 
ANSWEK: Due to the chaos, terror and trauma caused by the attack on Joshua C --
Jones, 11is memory is vague; however, he does recall one of the bouncers who threw the 
unidentified individual out of Roomer's alld onto his truckas being very broad shouldered 
and stocky Plalntlfi, 1,aura Jones 11 Joiles, recalls one of the bouncers who threw out the 
unidentified individual inlo their pick up was wearing a light orange or black colored shirt 
PL.AINTIFFS' INTERROGATORIES & REQUEST 
FOR PRODliC'rION OF DOCLfhlFNTS 
TO DEFENDANTS 6 
AI:FIDAV~T OF MICHAEL G. BRADY lK SUPPORT OF DEFEb+Dk%%%c 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JIIDVENT C L A R K  A N D  FEENEY 
LEWISTON.  : i o n 0  8310: 73.  
\v*ii!L~ a logo either s;iyirig ' - s t a r  ijr "iioo~.r~ers." rlftcr l.iii.c,)v:i~~g tlie iniiividual out oi' 
l ioc i~er ' s ,  the bouncer iilrnecl aroilrrd al:tl wallieci back into the lmilding, Sce also witness 
statenlents in Jixhibit TI) atiacllcd hereto. 
IN7'FiR&Cm~~S~)l<Y N0,..8: f'leasc state how you came to know that it was a . ... - .- - 
Boomers elnployee that threw someone out o f  J3oorners on the date of the occun-cnce 
conlplained nfin yourconlplaint, i .r . ,  did hc w e a ~ . a u ~ ~ i f n r m ,  logo oriilentifyhimselt'i~l some 
other way? 
ANSWER: See Answer to Jnte~.rogatory No. 7 above anti statement oP witness 
included in Exhibit L l  attached hereto. 
IN'T'BKKOC; KTORY NO. 2: Please give a description of' what each of the fifty Jon p-._-_.&.n_ 
or Jane Does; did, or failed to do, person by person, so as to breach any duty of' care owed 
to the Plaintiffs, 
I1NSWI;R: l'lailltiffs objcct to this intenogatory as it is overly broad. The actions G 
of all ucidelltifietl individuals illvolved ill the incident 011 Joshua C. Jones were v~?lIful, 
wanton and malicious, and gross and outrageous. Defendants' employees who stood by 
while theillcident took place upon Joshua C. Jolles failed in maintaining peace and order and 
protecting plaintiffs Prom the brutal beating that occuned. Defendants failed to have all 
employees properly trained in handling violent situations. 
IN'PERROGAlaKY NO. I?: Please describe in detail each exhibit you may use at 
trial, and for each exhibit please describe: 
PLAWTIFFS' INTERROGATORIES & REQUEST 
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AFI:ID.4VI'T OF MlCIlAlL G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEFE~Q&K&SLc 
MOTION FOR SliMMARY JUDMEtJ'T C L A R K  AND F E E N E Y  
LtWiSTcrc r  iuaiio r*,c5ci 
ii . i'he p ixpox  bi?r which :he exliibit may be useti; 
h .  'The issue the exhibit will adtlress; 
c. Thc Date the exhibit was created; 
d 'Ilie name of the indir~idudl or coinpaiiy who created the document, 
e. 'Ule ilietliod by which you came into possession of the documelit 
ANSWER: See all docuinerits attached hereto as Exhibits A tluougli G.  As 
discover). is ongoing, this answer will be supplemerited 
KEQUESTFQ~RODUC'~I\J~Q22: Please produce for iilspectiori aiici copy any 
document you may iritioduce at trial ai an exhibit 
ANSWER: See answer to Intenogatory No. 10 above. 
INTERROGATORY NO,l_l: Please state every fact on which you rely on your claim 
that Defendants' STAINES (sic) wei-e grossly ilegligerit describing exactly what they did or 
Tailcd to do. 
ANSWER L)cfendants failed to ---
1. Provide proper security for the pi-otection of patrons of Boomer's when they 
knew or should have known Illat many fights regularly occur in an 
establishment that is in the business of sellirig intoxicating beverages to the 
general public. 
2. Properly train all employees to handle violent situatioiis 
3. Exercise reasonable cai-e and caution in protecting Plaintiffs from the assault, 
beatiiig, and violent actions from said John and Jane Does. 
PLAISTIFFSS MTERKOGATORIES & REQUES? 
FOR PROIjUCTION OF DOCLTdENTS 
TO DEFENDANTS 8 
AFFIIIAVIT OF MICHAEL G. BMIIY IN SUPPORT OF D I i F E ~ k & $ b ,  
MOTION FOR SliMMARY JIJDMEN'I' CLARK A N D  FEF,.I'EY 
1.LWISTCN. I D A H O  6390, 75. 
. , 
4. Bjl i.crving intox~i'atit~;! hcvcragcs i o  Johil and Jane i>oes wllen i30011;er's 
agcnts, servants, tvorklnen, or etnplo jees knew or llad reason m krlow that said 
John and Jane I)oes were of such a nature as to hecoine obstreperous, 
hoisterc~i~s~ and prone to uiole~li aitiorl after having par~dken in intoxicating 
beverages 
5. Permit said John and Jane Does r o  rernairl on Boomer's premises after they had 
become cjbstrepel-ous, boi;lerous, and had engaged a violent aclion towards 
Plaintiffs on the date, tirne and place aforcsaicl. 
REQUJEST'FOK ALlIL4ISSION HO. 5: Please adrnit that as ofthe date of ii ling you]- -* ~ ,.--- 
complaint Plaiiltiffs had no kllowledge of what security 11-ailling security personnel for 
Boolners had received. 
w<SPONSE: Deny. Et was obvious fiom what happened that Boomer's security had 
received inadequate training. 
INTERROGA'lOI1Y NO. 12: if you "deny" Request for Adrnissioll No. 5, please - 
explain your understanding of ~vllat raining security persollllel at Boomers received and 
state: 
a. The source of your irliolrnatioll; 
b. The date you became aware of the illfonnalioll; 
c. What you relied on in concluding that securily personnel were improperly 
trained at Boomers on the date in question. 
ANSWER: See Response lo Request for Admissions No. 5 above, 
PLAWT IFFS' LXTE~OGATOKIFS & REQUEST 
FOR PRODUC? IOV OF DOCI,%IEN I S 
ro D E F E ~ A N T S  9 
AFFIDAVI'I. OF MICIIAEL G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEFEWAMLFSA 
MO'I'ION FOR SUMMARY JUDMEN7' C L A R K  .iMD FEEYEY 
LLfi l lSYOh. !DCHo 835Ul 76 . 
1 . 1 '  1 0 ' 1  1 .  Pleaseprodiir;c kir Inspectiii~l iind copy a r ~ p  -. ~ ~~ ,.,.,.,...... ~ ... 
tangible itern rendi~lg to prove yoiir .laim that ISoornei-s security lxxsoilnel Tvere urltrained. 
RESPONSE: 'TFiis answer wIil be supplemenled as discovery is ongoing. See also 
witness statenle~its and police co~itact sheet attached hereto. 
Please adinit the1 Llefendants owe no duty 
to protect people upon the public streets in fronl of their business. 
RESPONSE: Ile~iy. 
INSEI;CKC)GA'I.ORYYN~~~.lJ: If you deny Request fbi: hdmissio~i No. 6 please state A-. - . .. . - 
every fact, theory and autliority upon which you base your denial. 
ANSWEIt: Plaintiffs object to this i~itenogatory as it calls Sor a legal conclusio~~ and 
is an improper discovery request. 
EOIiES'I.FORI'KODlJC'SIONN0.4: PIeaseprotluce for i~lspectio~l and copy any - 
authority, docu~ue~it ,  or writing, book or other tangible itern whicli suppolts youi- answer to 
Intemogatory No. I 3. 
RESPONSE: See response to f~itenogatory No, 13 above. --
REQUEST FORPRODlJCTION NO. 5: Please produce for inspecti011 and copy any 
and all medical records, bills, reports, x-rays or other documents regarding Joshua C. Jo~les 
for the past ten years. 
PLANTIFFS' NTERROGATORIES & REQUEST 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCIJMENTS 
TO DEFENDANTS 10 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICMAEI, G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEFEPdBZhMsXSir 
MOTION FOli SUMMARY SUDMENT CLARK A N D  F E E N E Y  
L E W l S l O N .  lD l l l iC  83501 7 7. 
R.E!.SI'<YSSE: ~ ~ . ~ ~ , ~ ~  .. 1'I:iiritiSfi ;ire ill tile process oioSt;iiiung rncriiciil rec(:)rds prior to those 
~ ~~ 
111cludcc1 i in Exhibit C i  atmciieti hereto and will si~pl~lemerlt t l~is request once inii~rniatio~i is 
received. 
REVUES?' --~ ]:OKPIIOI)U(TlON NO. 6: Please praduce for inspection a~ id  copy any 
ducumal!, photograph, draw~lig, writing, receipt, recording, video tape or other tangible item 
reflection (lamages you ciainled to have sufiered ill your complaint. 
KF,SI'CIXSE,: See l<xllibits 13 Through G.  -. . -. 
KEQLiE;.Sr IT<>& AUYlISSlON NO. 7: ijllcase admit that you don'i know whether 
tlle person or persons with whom you had an altercatio~i had consumed any alcohol at 
13oomers on The date of the alleged incide~~t  set forth i ~ i  your coniplai~lt. 
IUZSPOKSE: Deny. - 
IN'I'EKROGATOR3'NO. . .- . . -- -. . - - 14: - If you deny Request for Admission No. 7 please state 
every h c t  up011 which you base your denial. 
mSJJEB: It was obvious fronl the actio~is of the individuals and the actions ofthe 
envployees of Roomer's that the individuals involved in ihe altercatio~i had co~isumed 
alcohol. See also witness stateme~its. 
KEJJUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8: Please admit that you had qo~isumed alcohol - 
prior to your arrival i ~ i  fi-ont of Boomers. 
RE:.SPONSE: Admit. 
PI,AINTIFFS' INTERROGATORIES & =,QUEST 
FOR PRODUCTION OF UOCLWEKTS 
, > 
T 0  DEFENDANTS 1 1  
AI:Fll>AVIT OF MICHAEI, G. 13RrZDY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENQ%N;LS'or 
MO'I'lON FOR SUMMARY JUDMEN'l- CLARK A K D  FEENEY 
i E W I S I 3 N .  : O a H O  8 2 5 0 1  
ole p., ~ l s o n s  --‘, wllo strucl; you were intoxicated 
rLE,spcxsE: I:)~T>; 
LiIiQI;Egrrr:Ori AI).hJISSIONNO. 10: Please admitthat Joshua Jones was effected 
by tile alcohol he fiati cnilsun~eti on the evening of December 17, 2005 and the ir;ovning of 
December 18.21106 
RESPONSE: -. - ... .- . . Sce answer to I~iterrogatciry No. 14 above 
1N'I~-ERROGA'I'OI?Y Ni), 15: Please list everyplace you visited, including your own 
home, every bar, lounge, n ~ g h t  club or frne~ids home on the evenmg of December 17, 2005 
and the early Morn~ng oflkcember 18,2005 and for each place state 
b. , ,. I ~ m e  of Departure; 
c. 'The Number of drini.;s co~lsumed at e:tcil place; 
d The type of d ~ ~ n k  consumed at each place, 
e. The ounces of each drink. 
ANS\VEIi: See Answer to Inten-ogatory No. 4 above 
IN'TERROGA?'OK~i\iO. 16: Please list with specificity all of your claims for special 
damages. 
AKSWER: See Exhibit G attached hereto. Plai~itiffs are in the process of obtaining --
employee records verifying lost wages a~ldwill supplerne~ltthis answer once said informati011 
PI,P.IN'I'IFFS' M'ERROGATOKIES & E Q U E S T  
FOR PRODUCTIOK OF DOCIn4EN-TS 
TO DEFENDANTS 12 
A1:ElDAVIT OF MICHAEL C;. BRAIIY IN SUPI'OR'T OF lIEFI~.wTS',, 
MOTIObi FFOK SUMMARY JUDM1-N'l' CI-ARK A N D  I X E N E Y  
I .EYT~STON.  ica*o 3 3 5 0 ;  
s proviiietl. Fui-tl~crrrii,:e, plairit~ir J o i i ~ i l a  Jones W-IS iii tllc jtroces of securing :I job 
idvanceiiient position whzn thc irlcident took place. I h e  time losl due to the attackdeiil~itely 
if'fccted his chances ofobtainiilg said advancemeiit. 
IN'TERROGA'I-ORV KO. 17: f'lease sVdte wtiet1;er your medical provider restricted 
joiir employment activipj and if' so please state: 
a. I h e  date yc~u lvere oriicl-etl not to woik; 
b. The name a ~ i d  ~i i le  ofthe rnetiical perso11 ordering you not to work; 
C. 'The date you were released to go hack to work; 
, . 
d. Ihe total amount you lost in wages. 
.4NSWER: See Exhihit G.  
INTERROGA'I-ORY ~ NO. 13: Please list i ~ i  detail all out ofpocket expenses youclaim 
you suffered as a result of your injury. 
./\NSW&R: See Exliibit (i. 
EQ.Q.gST FORPRODUCTION NO. 7: Please produce for inspectio~i and copy any 
and all bills, receipts: i~ivoices, document or other tangible itern which reflects any out of 
pocket expcilse yo11 incurred as a result of the injury you claim to have suffered as set forth 
in your complaint. 
RESPONSE: See Exhibit G. 
REQUEST FORADMISSION NOJL: Please adrnit that the Defe~ida~it, TAJ's I~ic. ,  
was not undercapitalized on the date ofthc alleged occuneilce. 
PLANTIFFS' MTEPAOGATORIES 8.c REQUEST 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCIMENTS 
TO DEFENDANTS I 3 
AFFIDA'V'II' OF MICI-IAEL Ci. BRADY IN SIJPPORT OF DEFEUDMXSL 
MOJ'ION FOtl SIIMMARY .IUI)MEm CI,P.RK AHD FEENEY 
LEii - iSTO* l l ) O l ! O  
&lc~l:C:),N$~,: Deny. 
~~~~Nrl~IiOG,4'l'OKY NO, 191f you c,laim that TAJ's inc. was uridcrcapita1i:~ed please 
state every fact iipon whicll you base this claim and slate tFic amount of capitalization you 
believe would have been necessary for the c,orporatio~i lo have bee11 properly capitalized. 
.ANSWEP.: ~  -. i'laiiurtiffs object to this iriterrogatorj as it calls for a legal co:lclusion arid 
is an improper discovery request. 
Wa?EST FOR PRODUC'FION N 0 3 :  Please produce for irispection and copv all 
tax returns, w-2 ibnns, 1099 fomls, schedule "C" fonns and any other docume~~t filed with 
the state ofldaho of the LJriited States since 2000. 
Kl<SliOXSE: Plai~ltiffs object to this request as being irrelevant. 
REQIiES'r FOR IjRODUCTION NO. 9: Please produce for i~ispectio~i and copy all 
bank loans, bank statements, check registry's, contracts for the purchase of any real property 
or pet-sonal property since 1994. 
RESPONSE: Plaintiffs object to this request as being irrelevant. 
INTERROGATORY NO. a:  Please list in chronological order every source of 
income that the Plaintiffs have had individually since 1994 and for each source state the 
amount received. 
ANSWER: Plai~ltiffs object to this i~itemogatory as being irrelevant. 
NTERROGATORY NO. 21: Please give a detail physical descnptio~i of Boomers 
employee(s) that you claim threw someone out of the business and dow~i the stairs and for 
PL.4INTIFFS' INIERROGATORIES & REQUEST 
FOR PRODL'CTiON OF DOCUMENTS 
TO DEPENDA:vTS 14 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDAKTS' 
14" or i lCFF  o i  
MO'rlON FOR SUMMARY SI?DMEXT C L A R K  A N D  F E E Y E Y  
L E W l S l O N .  I D A H O  e34i: 
ach snch elnployee includi~ iiescl-ij>iio~? of m y  clothiiig that may have Ira3 a logo 011 it or 
~a ture .  urne other identifying i- 
,ANSWER: See Answerto Ii~terrogatoryNo. 7 aboveandt!xllibitIl attached Fiereto. 
IWTERROGilORY NO. 22: Please give a physical description of each of the fifty -- 
ohn or Jane Docs tliat you claim committed some act or wrong doing so as to make them 
iab!e to the ijlaintiffs. 
ANSWE5: As stated beibrc, due to tlic chaos, te~sor and trauma caused by the 
~ssault on Joshua C:. Jo~ies, plai~~tiffs aar- eullable to remember any specific pFiysical 
iescriptions of any of the unide~~tiiied i~~dividuals i~ivolved in the assault; however, they 
vere nlale and were probably Karive Auiericau or Fiispanic. See Answer to Interrogato~ 
qo. 7 above and Exhibit D attached hereto. 
, ,.'> 
DATED this .I --.- :,day . of January, 2007. 
C1,ARK arld FEENEY 
s;Cnaries M, Stroscheir 
 BY---^._^ ~ 
Charles M. Stroschei~~, a member of 
the fim. Attorneys for Plaintiffs. 
PLANTIFFS' INTERROGATORIES & REQUEST 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
TO DEFENDANTS 15  
AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY IN SUPPOK'I' 01: DEFENatbM8gSb, 
h10710N FOR SIJMMARY SUDMENT CLARK A N D  F E E N E Y  
L i W 1 S i O N  1CA' iO "9501 
JOSHIJA i: JONFS, being first duly swoln 011 oath, deposes and sa)s 
That he IS one of the pla~nt~ffs above named, that he has read the Eoregomg, and the 
colltents thereof and thc facts slated therein are true to the best ofhls knowledge. ~nformat~on 
and behef 
V >.r'.r 
WORM to be io~e  me t h 1 s 1 ~  day of January, 2007 
of Idaho, residing at Lewiston therei~l 
My Commission Expires: /(7~19/2a?c;7 
I hereby cerhfy that a true 
copy of t h ~ s  pleading was 
~ n a ~ l e d  on the &4 day of 
January 2007 to 
Mr. Jaines Grow, Jr. 
Attomey at Law 
1301 G Street 
Lewiston, ID 83501 
CLARK and FEENEY 
s:'ihar!es r?~ ,  ~kr~scp& 
By: -- - - -. .- --- - 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
PLAINTIFFS' NTERROGATONES & REQUEST 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMPNTS 
TO DEFENDANTS 16 
AFFIIIAVlT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY IN SEPPORT OF IEFEWWrFS ' , ,  
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDMENT C L A R K  A N D  F E E N E y  
LEWIS7OI I .  IDairo a 3 5 0 1  J3 . 
AFFIDAVIT OF MlCHAEL G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEI-'ENDANTS' 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY SIJDMEN'r 
CHARLES M. STKOSCIlEIN 
CLARK and FEENB' 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
P. 0. Drawer 255 
Lewiston, Idaho 8350 1 
Telephone: (208)743-95 16 
I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF' THETI'IIRD IiDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR ']-HE COIJNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
JOSHUA C. JONES, and LAURA 
D. JONES, husband and wife, ) Case n'o. CV 06-00768 
1 
Plaintiffs, ) PLAINTIFFS' AXSWERS TO 
) D E F E N D A N T S '  S E C O N D  
VS. ) REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION TO 
) PLAINTIFFS 
JAY B. STARNES and JULIE A. 1 
STARNES, husband and wife; TTJ's Inc., ) 
an Idaho corporation dba BOOMER'S; 
and JOHN and JANE DOES 1 through 50, ) 
Defendants. 
COME NOW Plaintiffs and answer Defendallts Second Requests for Admissions to 
Plaintiffi as follows: 
PLA.NTIFFS' Ah'SWZRS TO DEFENDANTS' 
SECOND REQGEST S FOR ADMISSIONS 
TO PLAEVTIFFS 1 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL, G. B DEFEND+kNT&s OF 
MOTION FOR SGMMARY JUD CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEWISTON. IDAHO 83501 
INTER.IZO(;A'TOIZIES 
REaIEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12: Admit that Plaintiff: Joshua C .  Jones, was - 
parked on a public street, in front of Boomer's at the time ofthe December 18, 2005, 
incident. 
IIESPOKSE: Admit. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13: Admit that after being s t~uck during the 
December 18,2005, incident, Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, fell to the street behind his vehicle. 
Klj'SP(3NSE: Admit 
REQUEST F'OR ADMISSION NO. 14 : Admit that Plaintiffs were not patrons of 
Boomer's at any time on December 17, 2005, or December 18,2005. 
RESPONSE: Admit. 
REQUEST F'OR ADMISSION NO. 15 : Admit that Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, has 
little or no memory of the December 18, 2005, incident, which he alleges resulted in his 
injuries that are the subject matter ofthis lawsuit. 
RESPONSE: Plaintiff Joshua C. Jones admits that he has no clear memory of the 
actual attack and subsequent medical treatment in the early morning hours of December 18, 
2005; however, Joshua C. Jones does remember the events that lead up to the actual attack 
which took place in the early morning hours of December 18, 2005. 
PLAINTIFFS' ANSWERS TO DEFEhDAh-rVTS' 
SECOND KEQUEST S FOR ADMISSIONS 
TO PI 4JNTIFFS 2 
AFFIDAVIT Of* MICHAEL G BRADY IN StJPPORT OF DEFEFQMCS; 
MOTION FOR SC'MMAKY JUDMENT CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEW STON 1DALlO B i 5 O l  
KEOIJFS'T FOR Zl>bl\illSSION Nod.: Admit that Plaintiff? Josh~ia C. Jones, was ___*I _ 
angry andor upset at the tirne he exited his vehicle immediately preceding the December 18; 
2005, incident. 
RESPONSE: Plaintiff Joshua C. Jones adinits he was shocked that a Boomer's - 
employee physically threw an individual out of the establishment resulting in hitting 
Plaintiffs' truck; however, Joshua was immediately concerned about the welfare of the 
individual. See statement provided to Lewiston Police Department included in Plainti//s ' 
Answers to Defendants 'First Set ofIl~terrogatories, Requestsfor Production and Request 
for Admissions Propounded to PlaintTj. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17: Admit that the incident took place on 
December 18,2005, at approximately 12:30 a.m. 
RESPONSE: Admit. 
REOUES'T FOR ADMISSION NO. 18: Admit that as of today's date, Plaintiffs are 
unable to identie by name, andlor physical description, any individual(s) that allegedly 
caused physical injury to Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, in the December 18, 2005, incident. 
RESPONSE: Plaintiffs admit that they are unable to identify by name the individual 
who attacked Josh; however, Laura D. Jones does remember that the individual was either 
Mexican or Indian, dark hair, wearing a big, p u f e  coat, and was smaller in size than Josh, 
but approximately the same height. 
PLAINTIFFS' ANSWERS TO DEFEKDANTS' 
SECOND REQUEST S FOR ADMISSIONS 
TO PI.AIbiTIFFS 3 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICI-IAEL G. BRADY lN SUPPOKT OF DEFE?Q&$Qi 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDL4ENT CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEWISTON.  1DAiiO 83101 r7. 
R1tQI;I;ST FOR AI:~,R;IISSIOx Nil. 19: Ad~mit llat I'laintiff, Joshua C. Jones' blood A-., .~ ~ 
alcohol content (BAC) on ISecember 18,2005, at approximately 3 50 a rn was 0 215 
RESPONSE: JoshuaC. Jories has no personal knowledge of this. The hospital recorc 
attached hereto speak for themselves. 
RIIQUES'F FOR .4DMISSIOizj NO. 20 : Admit that Plaintiff> Joshua C. Jones, - 
reported to Dr. Mark Keane, that on December IS ,  2005, hc was "dragged out of his truck 
and severely beaten." 
RESPONSE: Deny. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21 : -4dmit that Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, 
reported to Drs. Mark Keane, and Steven Ozeran, that he has no memory of the incident, or 
the events that took place in the early morning hours of December 18, 2005, 
RESPOKSE: Deny. See response to Request for Admission No. 15 above 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION KO. 22: Admlt that Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, has 
filed workers compensation claims for work rclatedinjuries prior to the December 18,2005, 
incident, 
RESPONSE: Admit. 
REQUESTFOR ADMISSION NO. 23: Admit that as oftoday's date, Plaintiff, Laura 
Jones, has not been treated andlor diagnosed with any medical condition or injury which can 
be directly related to the incident of December 18,2005. If your answer to Request for 
Admission No. 23 is anything other than an unqualified "Admit", please so state the name(s) 
PLAINTIFFS' ANSWERS TO DEFENDAUTS' 
SECOND REQLXST S FOR ADMISSIOKS 
TO PLAINTIFFS 4 
AFFlDAVlT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDA&X&s o F  
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDMEN?' CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
1.EW1STON. IDAHO 83501 
PLAI3TIFFS AXSA'ERS TO DEFENDANTS' 
s ~ - w i f S @ S  M ~ ~ B ~ % R A D Y  IN Sui 'PoR'r  OF DEFI~NDMXS~ 
rQ m m R S O R  S U M M A R Y  J 1 J D M E K r  CLARK A N D  FEENEY c,fi 
of each medical proviiictr, the conditionis) kir wliich she was trcated, and the dateis) of 
irearment. 
R E S P O S J :  Admit. 
m u E S T  FOR ADMISSION NO. 24 : Admit that as of today's date, Plaintiff, 
Joshua C. Jones: has not been diagnosed with any medical provider as having a "pemanent 
injury to iiis nerve and nervous system," which can be directly related to the December 1 3 ;  
2005, incident as alleged in Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint. 
RESPONSE: Plaintiffs admit that as of today's date Joshua Jones has not been 
diagnosed with "permanent injury to his nerve and nervous system"; however, Joshua Jones 
is still seeking treatment for issues as a result of the December 1 8 ,  2005 attack. Plaintiffs 
reserve the right to supplement this answer prior to trial. 
,REQUEST FOR AD-MISSION NO. 25 : Admit that Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, was 
released by his treating physician to return to work on February 1,  2006. 
RESPONSE: Deny. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26: Adnlit that in early March, 3006, Plaintiff, 
Joshua C. Jones, communicated to his treating physician, that he felt very ready to return to 
wcrk and felt mentally and physically comfoltable going back to his job. 
RESPONSE: Deny. 
REOIiEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 27: Adrnit that Plaintiff. Joshua C. Jones, 
received a work related injury to his right foot approximately one monih prior to the 
Dzcember i8, 2005, incident. 
RESl'ONSF3: -Admit. 
BEQZEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2X: Admit that Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, 
received a work related injury to his left foot approximately eight months after the 
December 18,2005, incident. 
RESPONSE: Deny. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO 29: Admit that Plaintiff> Joshua C:. Jones, filed a - 
claim with State Fann Insurance Company for a shoulder- injury that he alleges occurred as 
a result of a motor vehicle accident in early August, 2007. 
RESPONSE: Admit. 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 30 : Admit that Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, 
received medical reimbursement andlor payments from State Farm Insurance Company for 
a shoulder injury he alleges occurred in Aups t ,  2007, as a result of a motor vehicle accident. 
ESPONSE:  Admit. 
REOUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 31 : Admit that Plaintiff, Joshua C. Jones, was 
evaluated by medical staff andlor physicians at Saint Joseph's Regional Medical Center in 
Lewiston; Idaho, on December 18, 2005, after the incident, and it was determined that 
Plaintiff's injuries did not require emergency treatment at that time. 
RESPONSE: Deny. 
REOUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 32 : Admit that Plaintiffs, Joshua C. Jones and 
Laura D. Jones, were both unemployed on December 18,2005. 
RESPONSE: Deny. 
DY IN SUPPORT OF D E F E K U U T S s  o F  
N7' 6 CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
I .E 'N1SION. IDAHO 83101 
REQIjEZl'F~~I<~&mI~..No.3? Xcln~it ?lat f'laintifi; Joshua C. Jonesi lias/had 
insurance coverage which has provided payment for medical treatment oi'his injuries which 
he alleges were a result of the December 18,2005, incident. 
RESPONSE: Admit. 
REQUEST FOR ADhl&SION YO. 34: Admit that Plaintiffs exited their vehicle 
prior to an encounter with the unknown indivitlual(s) that allegedly inflictedphysical injuries 
to Plaintiff, Joshua C .  Jones, during the December 18,2005, incident. 
RESPONSE: Plaintiff Joshua C. Jones admits that he got out of his vehicle to check 
on the welfare of a11 unidentified individual who was physically thrown out of Boomer's. 
=EST F O R  ADMISSION NO. 35: Admit that as of today's date, Plaintiffs 
cannot identify either by name, or physical description, the individual(s) they allege 
committed the acts as set forth in their Amended Complaint as alleged in the following 
paragraphs: 
1. Second Cause of Action, Count One, Paragraph 11; 
2. Second Cause of Action, Count Two, Paragraphs 1A; lB, IC and IF'; 
3 .  Third Cause of Action, Count One, Paragraph 11; 
4. Third Cause of Action, Count Two, Paragraphs lA, lB, and 1C. 
ESPONSE:  Plaintiffs admit that they are unable to identify by name the individual 
who attacked Josh; however, Laura D. Jones does remember that the individual was either 
Mexican or Indian, dark hair, wearing a big, puffy coat, and was smaller in size than Josh, 
but approximately the same height. 
DY IN SUPPORT OF DE1:ENMMT,65 
SUMMARY JUTIMEN?' 7 CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEW!STON. IDAHO B 3 S o l  
i( - 
13AI-EI> this -,::!;:~-~- day of April, 2009. 
1 a 1 C:I~.&KE and FIiENEY !\ ,, 
the firm. Attorneys for Plaintiffs. 
STATE OF IDAHO 1 
) ss 
County of Nez Perce 1 
JOSHUA C. JONES and LAURA D. JONES, b e ~ n g  first duly sworn on oath, depose 
and say: 
That they are ihe plaintiffs above named, that they have read the foregoing, and the 
contents thereof and the facts st 
information and belief. 
/ ?+ SIJBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me thi& day of April, 2009 
PLANT FS' NSWERS TO DEFEhTANTS' & IN SUPPORT OF DEFFNDAHCEZ- 0. 
TO~TL@M&WR SUMMARY J1JDMEN?' 8 CLARK ,4ND FEENEY 
LEWISTON.  I D A H O  83131 
I hereby cenify that a true 
copy of this pleading was 
mailed on the jLxday of 
April 2009 to: 
Michael G. Brady 
Law Offices of Brady Law Chartered 
St. Mary's Crossing 
2537 West State Street, Suite 200 
Boise, ID 83702 
P L A ~ & ~ ~ @ ~ # ~ @ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~  SE N SUPPORT OF DEFENQMXS; ,. 
TO t+ SbMMARY J~JDMENT g CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
L E W I S T O N  IDAHO a3501 
AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY N SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JCDMENT 
1?: 'TIii: 1.~1Sl.RlC's Ci>t!R'i CjI. 711;: ?;f:CWsr) 
it;!.llC IAl. DtY IRIC: 13F 1 1  IT S:\:i: OF ILIAliO. 
;'1 AND FUPTtIkCCiWiY OF NEZ PERC'E 
lf:rSi-iLJ/i C :DN!S anid r,At!i(,l 1) ) 
JONF'h.,.ita-d a;in .a;i. ) 
1 
r s  1 
i 
JAY B Sl~AKNES and JUt~iE.4 > 
S'IARNCS, husbaiid and  wife, ) 
'll'Y3 INC ,and Idaho ) 
corpnrzi~on, dba BCnOhlER'S, anG ) 
J0ii i- i  artd JANE DOES I ihrou8h ! 
50. 1 
Taken a: iheT-ziii Stsiioa, 
1225 Maln Street, Suite 201 
Lewistoil, Idaho 
Tuesday, Apiil28,2009 - 9 30 a :n 
A P P E A R A N C E S  
DOlJ(iL.AS 1.. MUSHLITZ, Esq, of the law iim ofClark and 
Feeney, l?29 Main Street; Suite 201. Post Office Box 
?85, Lewiston, ldaiio 83501, 
appealing on beiialf of tile Plaintiffs. 
MICHAEL G. BRADY, Esq., ofthe law firm of Brady Law 
Chartered, St. M w ' s  Crossing, 2537 West Sta!e Street, 
Suite 200, Boise, ldaiio 83702, 
appearing on behalf of tile Defendants. 
ALSO PRESENT LaiiraD Jones 
AFFlDAVlT OF MICHAEL G. BRABY2 
M07'10h: FOR SUMMARY J I J D M W  
I :<: I >  I?, x 
iVl'l3:i-SS, lJAiiE: 
3 i.ACI?A D JON13 
4 Eiami~ia;~on iry Mi.. Hiady . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
5 
Stipulations ............................... 4 
7 Certificare of Witness .......................... 82 
a 
.................... Cenificare of Coun Reporter 83 
9 
0 













3 Reported by GIoriaJ. Mcilougall, CSR, RPR, 
CP, Freelance Coun Repoeer and Notary Public, wirhin 




.. ................. . ...... ..... 
1 S T I P U L A T I O N S  
< 
i I t  w a s  stipulated by and  between Counsel for 
3 the respective parties that the deposition be  taken by 
1 Gloria  I. McDougal l ,  CSR, RPK, CPI Freelance Court  
5 Reporter and  Notary Public fo r  the States o f  Idaho and 
5 Washington, res iding in Lewiston, Idaho. 
7 
3 It %,as further stipulated and agreed by and  
3 between Counsel  fo r  the respective parties and  the 
3 witness that the reading and  s igning of tire deposition 







;cine~>l>er goirig fbr the rifg ; + I I ~  I <lo!~'t k ~ i o ~ w ,  lie hasn't 
tiler: iiy tlie the  aliyincire ~vlieri I go? up  Train whereber I 
had landed, alld the liext thing 1x1)' wife is like, What d o  
you walit ine to do? I was like, Well, llie cops  have 
obviously already been called, I said, and I need to go 
to the hospital, and she's like, Why'? .4r1d I said, My 
,jaw's broke. She's like, How d o  you know tirat'? And I 
was like, Trust me, it's hroke, get me  to a hospital 
now. And I don't remeinber the trip t i i  the  hospital. I 
remember gettins to a hospital, and they wouldn't help 
Ine, because they said 1 was fine. And then, 1 don't  
relnember, but 1 ended up in another nospital, and I 
think that that was the Clarkston hospital. Alid then I 
went right into emergency surgery, but i t  was  a giaiit 
blur. T h e  next three weeks after that were a blur. I 
don't remember much at all. I just remember I had my 
jaw wired shut. I was heavily medicated. 1 was 
drinking through a straw alld living a nightmare. 
Q. D o  you know the name o f t h e  assailant that hit 
you? 
A. N o .  1 d o  not. 
Q. Was  i t  more than one person that hit you? 
A. That's where I go blank. I know one  hit me  
when I turned. I'm sure, because I s a w  a glimpse of 
him, there was one but -- I thought. And I don't know, 
Paae 5 i  
i t  could have been just somebody trying to help me up 
before my wife got ro me, but 1 felt like I was kicked, 
and that could have been llim 01- not, I don't know. B i ~ t  
I ' l l  tell you what, there was a lot of people, so I 
could have been -- they were all like scuffling with 
each other. Everybody was screaming, and everybody was 
shoving and pushing. Maybe because I was on the ground 
I was getting stepped on or %,hatever, I don't know. I 
was out cold and when I woke up, I was - I don't even 
think I knew where I was going. I just knew rhat that 
was my truck, and I was getting to it, and I was getting 
out of there. 
Q. So, you are unable to identify who the 
assailant was; is that correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you do117 know whether i t  was one assailant 
or more than one assailant? 
A. I know that i t  was at least one. 
Q. And other than being hit in the jaw, do you 
remember being hit anywhere else? 
A. Like I say, I thought I was - I thought I was 
either landed on, or kneed, or kicked in the side .... 
but I wasn't able to see at tharpoint. 1 was waking up 
from being knocked out cold. 
tliat ~ ! r i c k  yciu werc i i ~ ~ o x i c a ~ c d ' ?  
4. Nci. No. I n o .  I cniildii't say, i,o 
(2. Did you see any employees cif Rriocier's bcfore 
iht: alterca!ion started or during tlir altercation? 
A. I believe I did. I believe, in my mind, I dld. 
Like I say. 1 got knocked out, but I rcmembe: a guy rhat 
had a guy by his shirt collar, by the back ofhis  pants, 
and his shiri said Boomer's straight across it ;  which 
inclined me to tbink, definitely a bouncer. I can't 
remember how big the writing on the shirt was, and I 
can't remember what color the shirt was. I just 
remember he was s very stocky fellow, and lie hucked the 
guy on my truck. 
Q. That's when the whole thing started? 
A. That's what srarted the whole thing, he threw 
the bomb out on the road. 
Q. Okay. You remember that a Boomer's person 
ejected sorneolle out of the bar, and that was the person 
that hit the front of your truck? 
A. IJh-huh. 
MR. RRADY: You have to answer yes. 
A. Yes. 
MR. B M D Y :  And take your halld away from your 
mouth so she can hear you. 
A. Yes. 
. ~ ....... 
?age 5 9  
Q. (BY MR. BKADY) And, other than that Roomer's 
employee or someone that you feel was working for 
Boomer's, did you see any other Boolner's employees after 
that initial time when the person was ejected from the 
bar? 
A. If 1 did, I can't recall now. 
Q. Okay. Did you go into Boomer's the morning of 
December 18,2005? 
A. Could you repeat the question? 
Q. Yeah. Did you go into Boomer's the morning of 
December 18,2005? 
A. No. 
Q. You simply dropped Louie off, and you, and your 
wife, and your sister, and brother-in-law sat in the 
pickup; is that correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. D o  you remember the last time you were in 
Boomer's as a patron? 
A. No. It would -- no. Years. Years. Years. 
Q. Okay. 
A. Yeah. As far as I know, it would have been 
years. 
Q. Did you voluntarily get out of the pickup? 
A. Yes, definitely. 
Q D o  you know whether the assallant or acsallants & 5  
APFIDAVI? OF MlCEIAEL Ctp&4QY IN S L P P ~ ~ ; " ~  OF DEFENDANTS' Page 60 , '  IV1 -1u 1 
15 ,?ages 57  to 50) 
AFFlDAVlT OF MICHAEL G. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' 
MOTlON FOR SUMMARY JUDMENT 
JOSHUA i !C?IIES and LAURA U i 
li)NES, husband and *if?. ) 
JAY B STAWES and J G L i E 4  ) 
STAWES, husband and w;t>, ) 
TTi's i lYC  and Idaho ) 
corpi2m;ion, dba BOOMER'S, ai:d ) 
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CHARLES M. STROSCHEIN, Esq., of the law firm of Clark 
and Feeney, 1229 Main Street, Suite 201, Post Office Box 
285, Lewislon, ldaiio 83501, 
appearing oli beilaii of the Plaintiffs. 
MICHAEL G. BRAD'r', Esq., of the law firm of Brady Law 
Chartered, St. Maw's Crossing, 2537 West State Street, 
Suite 200, Boise, Idaho 83702, 
appeaving on behalf of the Defendants. 
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Reported by Gloria 1. McDougall, CSR, RPR, 
CP, Freelance Court Reporter and Notary Public, within 
and for the States of ldailo and Washington, residing in 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
?age : - .  ............. - .... .  .. .. .. . 
S T I P U L A T I O N S  
It w a s  stipulated by a n d  between Counsel for 
the respective p&ies that the deposition be taken by 
Gloria  J. McDougal l ,  C S R ,  RPK,  CP, Freelance Court  
Reporter and Notary  Public for the States of Idaho and 
Washington,  residing in Lewiston, Idaho. 
j 8 I t  w a s  further stipulated and agreed by and 








D A -. 
1 (Pages i to 4; 
liilig But I got ~ I I I T ~  up. and it  just seenied 11ke all nf , 1 -
a itidden et'erybody ~ v a s  gor~c.  A I I ~  Bear and Sprie weie 2 
waikiny back 1,ccasse Bear, lie go1 dragged off, too, a i ~ d  : ? 
Sprie. 
Q. [BY Mi<. ISRAIIY) Were you s t n ~ c k ?  
A. l wasn't. 
1 ; 
15 
Q. Were you injured in t5is altercation'? / 7 
A. Not physically, no. ; 8 
(2. Okay. What happelled the~i?  1 9  
,4. We drove off; and, I mean, just not very fdr, 
couple of blocks and pulled over and just tried, you 
know, asked Josh if he reeded to go lo the hospital o: 
1; 2
if he was okay. Alid he said he needed to go  to the f 3 
hospital. 4 
Q. Okay. Again, you can't identify who the 
assailant was?  1; 
A. s o .  z 7 
Q. Do you know if he even came out o f  Boomer's? 
A. I don't. 
Q. Okay. And you don't know if he was 
intoxicated? 
[ 
A.  h'o, 1 don't. 2 
Q. We've had the police department statements that 
I've given you copies of. Have you given any orher 
starements to any other persons in this case? 
P a q e  21 
street. 
(,'!, l ie,  h6ir.i: J o s l ~ ,  ?,ot up u e y  disoiie~,t-d lilokinx 
around, tlie mdli approached l?irn again and kicked hi111 ili 
the r!iiniaci~? 
A.  Yeah. 
Q. That was tlie second blow'? Again, the same ma~l':J 
A. Yeah. 
Q. Josh was still disoriented from the first 
punch, and then the guy punched him right in the lefi 
side of his jaw. ThaTs when he fractured his jaw? 
A. I don't know that for sure, but it was really a 
loud noise. 
Q. Okay. And then say, Josh fell over baliging his 
head on the ground. Do you remember seeing that? 
'4. Yeali. t l e  --yeah. That was bad. I mzan, he 
iell right on his head. Nothingstopped him. 
Q. Whar happelled to the man after that third 
punch, do you remember? 
A. He was coming back, and I actually, you know, 
ran and got right by Josh, and 1 had to scream, "Stop, 
stop," you know. Alid he backed off. I don't know where 
he went. 
Q. So, just so we are clear, there was one 
assailant the11 -- 
A. On Josh, yes. 
Paqe  23 
Q. - o n  Josh? 
A. Uh-huh. Yeah. 
Q. You indicated then that after that the fight 
just kind of  disbursed? 
A. I don't know what happened, but, yeah. Once we 
started getting Josh hack in the truck, everybody was 
just gone. 
Q. Okay. 
A. And others -- 
Q. How long did all of this take from beginning to 
end, do you think? 
A. I don't know. It  was quite a while. 
Q. A minute? 
A. I t  was more than a minute. 
Q. Okay. And you don't know what caused the crowd 
to disburse and stop? 
A. I don't. I don't. Others have said they heard 
somebody call "cops," which probably makes sense. But 
cops never showed up. 
Q. You heard Josh testify here today about the 
medical treatment that he received? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did he see any other doctors, that you know of, 
that we didn't mention? 
I 
A .  Not that I'm aware of. i .L 
" % ~ . i I ~ 5 ~ ~ ~ ~ 6 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ % f i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  Page  2 4  
6 (Pzges  21 to 24) 
Q. Is this statement in your handwriting 
(indicating)? 
A .  Yes. 





of the t r i~ck,  and then quote, A man started getting in / 5 
her face, and they continired to tell him to just back 
off.'." By "tirey," who are you talking about? 
A.  I don't recall. There was so many people. 
Q. Well,  you say,  A man started getting in her 
face, and they continued to tell him to just back off. 
Who's tirey? [ 2 
4. That would have been Josh and Bear. 
Q. Okay. 1: 
A.  They were just asking that, you k l ~ o w ,  he go 
away. 
Q. Okay. 
A. H e  moved backwards acting like he was going to 
back off and began moving forward witir his hands up 
saying, I'm s o n y  man. Me then punched Josh in the Po 
head. p1 
Q. Was tirat the first blow? ? 2  
A. That was yes. And .... yeah. 
Q. Okay. 
P 3  p 4 
CHMLES h4. STROSCNEIN 
CLARK and FEENEY 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
P. 0. Drawer 285 
Lewiston, ldaho 83501 
Telephone: (208)743-95 16 
I&' 'THE DlSTRICT COURT OF T1-IE SECONL) JUDlClAL DlSTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF lDAHO, l;\i AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
JOSHUA C. JONES, and LAURA 1 
I). JONES, husband and wife, ) Case No. CV 06-00768 
1 
Plaintiffs, 1 .4FFIDA\JIT OF SPRIE TUCKER 
1 
JAY B. STARNES and JULIE '4. 
1 
1 
STARNES, husband and wife; TTJ's lnc., 1 
an Idaho corporation dba BOOMER'S; 1 




STATE OF IDAHO 1 
1~5 
County of h'ez Perce 1 
SPRIE TUCKER, being first duly sworn upon her oath deposes and says: 
Your affiant is formally known as Sprie Jones, and is a witness in the above matter. 
On Saturday, December 17, 2005, my husband, George "Bear" Tucker and I had 
dinner with my brother and his wife, Josh and Laura Jones, the above-named Plaintiffs, 
AFFIDAVIT OF SPRlE JONES - 1 
!LAW OFFICES O i  
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
i E W I 5 T O N .  iDAHO R 3 i O i  
at Bojacks. We all left Bojacks around 10:OO p.m., and walked to Boomtown and stayed 
there for approximately one more hour. As we were leaving Boomtown, some friends, 
Paul Oatman and1,ouie Scharnhorst, asked for a ride home up to the Orchards. We all got 
into Josh's pickup and Laura drove Paul home. Louie then asked if he could taken to 
Boomers to look for a friend. Laura drove us all back downtowx to Boomers sometime 
after midnight. 
There was a parking spot directly in front of Boomers, so Laura pulled in and let 
Louie out. There was only one car parked in front of Boomers at that time, but 1 cannot 
remember the color, make or model; however, I do remember that it was empty. We told 
Louie tbat we would wait outside so he could run in to find his friends. We told him we 
would wait fiveminutes and then we would leave. Five minutes came and went and Louie 
did not come out of Boomers. My husband, Bear went to the front door of Boomers and 
saw Louie who told him he would be out in another five minutes. Rear came back to the 
truck and got into the back seat along with myself and Josh. Bear no more than sat down 
when the Boomers' front doors flew open and at least two Boomers' bouncers wearing 
orange shirts were carrying an individual by his arms and legs down the front stairs. 
Behind tbe bouncers came a mass of people spilling out the front doors. The bouncers 
carried the individual down the front stairs, then gave the individuals a 1-2 -3 toss onto the 
sidewalk. The individual hit the sidewalk and bounced up hitting Josh's pickup truck. 
More fights broke out immediately all around Josh's pickup, crashing up against 
the truck. Laura became very upset and I was screaming to get them off of the truck. Jo: 
.4FFU)AVIT OF SPRlE JONES 2- 
L.AW OFFICES OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
? E W I S T O N ,  I D A H O  83501 lal 
got out of the pickup squeezing out of the driver's side, and Bear and 1 got out of the 
pickup oli xhe passenger side. We were all asking the people to get away from the truck. 
We got caught in the swarm of people and ended up at the back of Josh's truck. 
One n~aleindividual of either Indian or Mexican decent, wearing a big, black, puffy 
coat came towards us holding out his arms and shouting at us. I was between Josh and 
Bear, aiid the same individual reached out and pressed his hands against my chest. Josh 
then put his arm between the individual and myself. I yelled at the guy to get his hands 
off of me, and he backed off saying his hands were not on me. He stepped back into the 
street and then says over and over, "I'm sorry. I'm sorry." He then walks towards Josh, 
Bear and myself and out of nowhere he swings and punches Josh in the face, and Josh 
falls to the ground. Josh was obviously dazed and disoriented &om the punch. The same 
man then starts to go after Josh while Josh is on the ground. I turned around and saw my 
husband on the ground getting kicked by 4 or 5 different guys, so I ran over and jumped 
on top of Bear to shield his head &om getting kicked. Someone then started pulling my 
hair and jerked me off of Bear. I looked up and saw some guy &om about 10 feet away 
come running towards Bear as if he was going to kick him. I ran back over to my husband 
thinking the chaos and beating were going to continue, but all of a sudden it stopped. 
The crowd had scattered leaving only a few individuals ill the street. In all the 
chaos, we had been pushed to the middle of the street. We were finally able to get up and 
we got back into Josh's truck. Immediately Josh said that he was hurt, and I could see th: 
his cheek was swollen and knew he needed medical attention. Laura drove us to St. 
AFFIDAVIT OF SPRlE JONES 3 -  
LAY4 CTC>CES OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
iEW15TON. IDAHO 83501 laa 
Joseph Regional Hospital where we waited for a!mosl an hour n'ithout Josh being seen. 
Because Josh was in such terrible pain and we didn't know how long he would have to 
continue to wait, Laura called Tri-State Memorial Hospital in Clarkston and was told that 
Josh could be seen right away. 
Afler Josh was examined at Tri-State, it was determined that he had suffered a 
broken jaw and needed surgery. I suffered a skinned knee and had blood throughout my 
hair from whoever had been pulling it. 
Due to the chaos and trauma of the whole incident, I am unable to identie any of 
the individuals involved in the attack on December 18, 2005. 
1 gave my statement to the Lewiston Police Department on December 18,2005. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 1 day of ~ ~ g u s t ,  2009. 
ldaho:kesiding at Lewiston therein. 
My commission expires: 2-3 - 16 
AFFIDAVIT OF SPRlE JONES 
I A W  OFF lC fS  OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEWISTON IDAHO 83101 /O 3 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
$ I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the& day of August, 2009, I caused to be served a true 
and correct copy ofthe foregoing document by the method indicated below, and addressed 
to the following: 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
Michael G. Brady 
Law Offices of Brady Law Chartered 
St. Mary's Crossing 
2537 West State Street, Suite 200 
Boise, Idaho 53702 
AFFIDAVIT OF SPRIE :ONES 
Id U.S. Mail 
C1 Hand Delivered 
Q Overnight Mail 
;6$ Telecopy 
- 
ihi!' o r i n e f i  o r  
CLARK A N D  FEENEY /bJ 
?EWISTON, IDAHO 8 3 5 0 1  ' I  
CHARLES M. STROSCHEIN 
CLARK and FEENEY 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
P. 0. Drawer 285 
Lewiston, Idaho 83501 
Telephone: (208)743 -95 16 
IN THE DISTRlCT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIALDISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO. IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
JOSHUA C. JONES, and LAURA 
D. JONES, husband and wife, ) Case No. CV 06-00768 
Plaintiffs, ) AFFIDAVIT OF GEORGE "BEAR 
TUCKER 
JAY B. STARNES and JULIE A. 
STARNES, husband and wife; 'TTJ's Inc., 
an Idaho corporation dba BOOMER'S; 
and JOHN and JANE DOES 1 through 50, ) 
Defendants. 
STATE OF IDAHO 1 
)SS. 
County of Nez Perce 1 
GEORGE "BEAR TUCKER, being first duly sworn upon her oath deposes and 
says: 
Your affiant is a witness in the above matter. 
On Saturday,December 17,2005, my wife, Sprie, and Sprie's brother andsister- in- 
AFFIDAVIT OF GEORGE "BEAR TUCKER - I -  
LAW OFFICES OF 
I L IWIS ION,  I D A H O  83501 
law, Josh and Laura Jones, the above-named Plaint~ffs, had dinner at Bojacks. After 
dinner around 1O:OO p.m., we all went to Boomtown for about an hour and met some 
f ~ e n d s ,  Louie Scharnhhorst and Paul Oatman, who asked for a ride home. Paul lived in 
the Orchards, so we all climbed into Josh's pickup with Laura being the driver and drove 
Paul home. Louie asked if we could drive him back downtown to Boomers to look for a 
friend. Laura drove us all back downtown to Boomers some time after midnight. 
Laura parked right in front of Boomers while Louie went inside to find his fnend. 
Louie said he would be right back in five minutes. Five minutes came and went and Louie 
did not come out of Boomers. I went to the front door of Boomers and saw Louie who 
told me he would be another five minutes, so I went back out to the pickup truck and got 
into the back seat. I had just sat down when I heard some noise coming from Boomers sc 
I looked up and saw some Boomers' bouncers canying an individual by his arms and legs 
down the front stairs. As they got to the bottom of the front stairs, the bouncers physicall 
threw the individual onto the sidewalk right in front of where Laura parked. The 
individual bounced up from the sidewalk and into the Jones' pickup huck. 
Immediately after the individual hit the Jones' pickup truck, a mob of people came 
out of the front door of Boomers and many fights broke out. Josh got out the pickup on 
the driver's side, and I got out of the pickup on the passenger side. By the time I got to 
the other slde of the prckup, individuals were all or er the sldewalk and were sunoiinding 
I 
the p~ckup 
1 AFFIDAVIT OF GEORGL 'BEAR" TUCKER .2 
LAW OFFICCS OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEWISTON. I D A H O  83501 
I heard some yelling and hrrned around. At that time, I was hit from the back and 
landed in the road. I turned to see what had happened, and I was surrounded by several 
individuals who began kicking and hitting me in the head and back. A few moments later 
my wife was laying on top of me trying to protect me yelling, "Leave him alone!" 
I don't know how long the altercation lasted, but when it finally stopped I rolled 
over on my side. I was pretty dazed from getting kicked and hit. As my wife helped me 
up fi-om the ground, I saw Josh and Laura at the back of the pickup and Josh was very 
dazed. I went over to see how Josh was and he told me that his jaw was messed up bad. 
As we were all getting into the pickup truck, I heard people yelling at us, but I could not 
understand what they were saying. 
Josh told us he could feel his jaw moving around inside, so Laura drove us all to 
St. Joseph Regional Medical Center in Lewiston. We waited for approximately an hour 
without receiving any help, so Laura and Sprie called Tri-State Memorial Hospital in 
Clarkston. Josh was seen at Tri-State Memorial Hospital and was told that he had a 
broken jaw. I was examined at Tri-State Memorial Hospital as well and was toId I 
probably had some bruising and a few scratches, but should be better in a few days. 
Due to the chaos and trauma of the whole incident, I am unable to identify any of 
the individuals involved in the attack on December 18,2005. 
I gave my statement to the Lewiston Police Department on December 18, 2005, a 
true and correct copy of which is attached hereto. 
AFFIDAVIT OF GEORGE "BEAR" TUCK13 
.4W 0iFi;iS OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY /b 7 
CERTIFIC-4TE OF SERVICE 
1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on t h e d % a y  of August, 2009, I caused to be served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing document by the methodindicated below, and addressed 
to the fi3llowing: 
Law Offices of Brady Law Chartered I-land Delivered 
0 Overnight Mail 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
AFFIDAVI'T OF GEORGE "BEAR" TUCKER .4 
LAW O i i i t i S  OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
I E W I S T O N  i D A H O  83501 
CHAKES M. STROSCHEIN 
CLARK and FEENEY 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
P. 0 .  Drawer 285 
Lewiston, Idaho 83501 
Telephone: (208)743-95 16 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
JOSHUA C. JONES, and LAURA 
D. JONES, husband and wife, ) Case No. CV 06-00768 
1 
Plaintiffs, ) AFFIDAVIT OF JOSH C. JONES 
VS. J 
J 4 Y  B. STARNES and JULIE A. 
STARNES, husband and wife; TTJ's Inc., 
an Idaho corporation dba BOOMER'S; 
and JOHN and JANE DOES 1 through 50, ) 
1 
Defendants. ) 
STATE OF IDAHO 1 
1~5 
County of Nez Perce 1 
JOSH C. JONES, being first duly sworn upon her oath deposes and says: 
Your affiant is one of the Plaintiffs in the above matter. 
On Saturday, December 17,2005, my wife and I went with my sister and her 
husband, Sprie Jones and George "Bear" Tucker, to Bojacks for dinner. We all left 
AFFlDAVlT OF JOSH C. JOKES - I  
LCW OFFICES OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEIZIISTON, I D A H O  89501 
Bojacks around 10:OO p.111,, walked to Boomtown, and stayed there for approxi~nately one 
more hour. As we were leavirig, two friends who had been at Boomtown, Paul Oatman 
and Louis Schasnhorst, asked for a ride home up to the Orchards, so we all got into my 
pickup, and Laura drove Paul hoine. Louis then asked if we could take him to Boomers 
to look for a friend. Laura drove Louis to Boomers and parked in front of Boomers while 
I.ouis went in to look for his friend. Louis said he would be about five minutes. 
Five minutes came and went and 1,ouis did not come out. Shortly thereafter, the 
doors to Boomers flew open and a Boorners' bouncer threw an individual out the front 
door onto the sidewalk. The individual bounced up and hit my truck. My immediate 
concern was to find out if the individual was okay. Before I knew it, a rush of people 
blew out of Boomers' front door and surrounded my truck. I told Laura to back out, but 
there were so many people around we couldn't back up. I squeezed out of the pickup to 
try and get through the crowd to clear a path for Laura to back out. I saw a man in front 
of my sister who looked like he might hit her, so I stuck my hand in between them to 
distance the man from my sister. I then heard a scream that sounded like a familiar voice 
which made me turn to the right, and then everything went black. 
AFFIDAVIT OF JOSll C. JOhTS 
I A W  CFFICES Ci- 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
LEWISTON. I D A H O  83501 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWOR 
Idaho. Residing at Lewiston therein. 
My commission expires: g.([. 1 & - 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
% 1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /J day o f A ~ s ~ ~ Q 0 0 9 .  I caused to be served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing document by the method indicated belowl and addressed 
to the following: 
Michael G. Brady 
t. Mary's Crossing 
37 West Stale Strect, Suite 200 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
AFFlDAVIT OF JOSIl C JONES 
1 
X W  OFF'CCS OC 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
I E W I S T O N  I D A H O  8350% 
CFJARLES h4. S'TROSCtlEIK 
CLARK and FEENEY 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
'The Train Station* Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
P. 0. Drawer 285 
Lewiston, Idaho 83501 
'Telephone: (208)733-95 16 
IN THE DISIRIC?' COL'RI' OF '1.1-IE SECOND JUDICL4L DIS'1'IUCI' OF 'THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, lN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
JOSffLiA C. JONES, and LAURA J 
D. JONES, husband and wife, ) Case No. CV 06-00768 
1 
Plaintiffs, ) AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FELTON 
JAY B. S TARNFS and JULIE A. 
STARNES, husband and wlfe; 'TTJ's Inc., 
an Idaho corporation dba BCIOMER'S; J 
and JOIW and JANE DOES I through 50, ) 
1 
Defendants. 
STATE OF IDAHO 1 
1~5 
County of Nez Perce 1 
CINDY FELTON, being first duly sworn upon her oath deposes and says: 
Your affiant is the Records Communication Manager for the I>ewiston Police 
Department. 
The attached certified copy of the Law Incident Table which sets out all calls made 
AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FELTON -I 
LAW OF?lCES OF 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
L i W I S T O N ,  I D A H O  8 3 5 0 1  
to !Soomcrs from Seple~nbcr 17; 1998 to March 10,2006 was kept in the ordinary '* 336 h_i/ 
ofbusiness. J>  
,AL,.p4. 
Records Colnmunication Manager, LPD 
, , , \ \ ~ ~ f ~ f ~ t l , ,  
,\ *.......,T~&RIB~ % S L E ~  
AND SWORN to before me this & day  of August, 2009. 
\ . " 
- . - - ="' -.. - ;+av :T: - . :&l. Notary Public in and for the State of 
% * '. ......... <k ,$ Idaho. Residing at Lewiston therein. 
STATE \+ 
,'g#tt tbl, kt$\$ My commission expires: L3 , /2d /2 -  
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
1 HEFEBY CERTIFY that on the @day of August, 2009, I caused to be served a true 
and correct copy ofthe foregoing document by the method indicated below, and addressed 
to the following: 
Michael G. Brady 
Law Offices of Brady Law Chartered 
St. Mary's Crossing U Overnight Mail 
2537 West State Street, Suite 200 
Attorney for ~laFntiff 
AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FELTON 
LAW O C F I C E 5  0%" 
CLARK A N D  FEENEY 
ILFWISTON, I D A H O  B 3 5 0 1  / /3  
When r epo r t  
2 2 : 5 3 : 2 3  0 9 /  
0 1 : 2 8 : 0 4  0 9 /  
2 1 : 5 9 : 5 9  1 0 /  
1 4 : 1 6 : 4 5  l o /  
LAW INCIDENT TABLE: 
I nc iden t  I n c i d e n t  n a t u r e  A r e a  --------- --------------- ----- 
98-ILL6377 C i t i z e n  Dispute  D1A 
9 8 - L 1 6 8 6 5  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
9 8 - L 1 7 2 8 2  C i t i z e n  Dispute  D1A 
9 8 - L l 7 3 7 0  A l a r m  D1A 
A g e n  
- ---- 
L P D l  
L P D l  
LPDl  
LPD1 
9 8 - L 1 7 7 0 8  Non I n j u r y  COL D1A 
9 8 - L 1 8 2 0 6  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
9 8 - L 1 8 4 7 9  A l a r m  D1A 
98-IL18522 B a r  C h e c k  DIA 
9 8 - L 1 9 0 6 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 8 - 2 1 9 2 6 0  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 8 - L 1 9 6 0 4  B a r  C h e c k  D l A  
L P D l  0 2 : 3 8 : 5 1  1 0 / 1 0 / ! L 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 9 : 3 6  1 0 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 1 7 : 1 8  1 0 / 2 3 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 0 4 : 3 8  1 0 / 2 3 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 7 : 2 3  1 1 / 0 1 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 2 5 : 4 7  1 1 / 0 5 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 5 : 3 2  1 1 / 1 1 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
9 8 - L 1 9 9 1 6  B a r  C h e c k  D1A LPDl  0 0 : 3 0 : 0 2  1 1 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 % : 0 1  1 1 / 2 6 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 2 7 : 1 2  1 1 / 2 9 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
9 9 - L 2 0 4 2 9  DUI DlA 
9 8 - L 2 0 5 5 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
9 8 - L 2 0 5 5 2  C i t i z e n  Disoute D1A LPDl  0 1 ; ~ 0 : 0 7  1 1 / 2 9 / 1 9 9 8  CAA 
LPDl  0 0 : 1 3 : 4 3  1 1 / 3 0 / 1 9 9 8  INA 9 8 - L 2 0 5 8 5  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 8 - L 2 0 9 8 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 8 - L 2 1 4 3 8  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
9 8 - L 2 1 5 4 5  A b a n d o n e d  V e h i c  D1A 
9 8 - L 2 1 7 8 1  C i t i z e n  Dispute  D1A 
9 8 - L 2 2 0 2 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 8 - L 2 2 1 5 4  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
9 8 - L 2 2 3 0 4  S u s p i c i o u s  DIA 
9 8 - L 2 2 3 0 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  DlA 
9 8 - L 2 2 3 0 8  A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 6 3  A l a r m  D1A 
99-L167  A l a r m  DIA 
9 9 - L 3 9 8  A l a r m  D1A 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 0 : 0 1  1 2 / 0 7 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 0 : 1 8  1 2 / 1 5 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  1 1 : 1 7 : 1 3  1 2 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
LPDl  0 0 :  1 5 : 2 4  1 2 / 2 1 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 3 4 : 4 4  1 2 / 2 5 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 9 : 0 7  1 2 / 2 9 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
LPDl  0 0 : 5 7 : 4 2  1 2 / 3 1 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 9 : 0 3  1 2 / 3 1 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
LPDl  0 3 : 0 4 : 4 6  1 2 / 3 1 / 1 9 9 8  INA 
L P D l  1 2 : 5 9 : 2 1  0 1 / 0 2 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 2 0 : 1 9  0 1 / 0 4 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 5 4 : 0 6  0 1 / 0 8 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  1 1 : 4 0 : 1 0  0 2 / 1 0 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
LPDl  0 1 : 0 4 : 0 4  0 1 / 1 2 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
9 9 - L 5 1 3  A l a r m  
9 9 - 1 ~ 5 9 0  B a r  C h e c k  
9 9 - L 8 3 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
9 9 - L 8 3 7  V e h i c l e  T a m p e r  D2B 
99-LEE7 B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 9 - L 9 5 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
99-IL1012 A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 1 0 6 0  A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 1 2 5 6  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
9 9 - L 1 3 8 7  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
9 9 - L 1 7 4 1  A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 1 9 7 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 9 - L 2 1 3 2  A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 2 9 7 2  A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 3 3 2 4  A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 3 3 4 2  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
9 9 - L 5 0 3 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
9 9 - L 5 0 6 3  T h e f t  D1A 
9 9 - L 5 3 8 9  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
9 9 - L 5 5 2 5  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 9 - L 5 8 8 4  A l a r m  D1A 
9 9 - L 5 9 5 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 9 - L 6 9 1 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
9 9 - L 7 5 3 6  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
99-LEE28 A l a r m  D1A 
AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FEL,T( 
L P D l  2 3 ; 3 2 : 4 1  0 1 / 1 5 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 9 : 4 0  0 1 / 1 6 / 1 9 9 9  CAA 
LPDl  2 3 ; 3 7 : 0 8  0 1 / 1 6 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
LPDl  0 1 : 3 1 : 0 9  0 1 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
LPDl  0 9 : 5 2 : 5 7  0 1 / 1 9 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  0 9 : 5 3 : 1 0  0 1 / 2 0 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 9 : 1 8  0 1 / 2 3 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 0 5 : 5 0  0 1 / 2 5 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
LPDl  1 0 : 0 9 : 3 1  0 1 / 3 1 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  2 3 ; 2 8 : 3 3  0 2 / 0 3 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  1 3 : 1 8 : 0 3  0 2 / 0 6 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  1 2 : 5 2 : 0 5  0 2 / 2 1 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  1 3 : 3 0 : 5 3  0 2 / 2 7 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
LPDl  2 3 : 0 2 : 3 8  0 2 / 2 7 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
LPDl  0 0 : 0 7 : 5 9  0 3 / 2 8 / 1 9 9 9  CAA 
L P D l  1 8 : 5 6 : 1 6  0 3 / 2 8 / 1 9 9 9  I N A  
L P D l  2 3 : 4 7 : 4 5  0 4 / 0 2 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 1 : 1 3  0 4 / 0 5 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 1 5 : 2 7  0 4 / 1 1 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 4 : 3 4  0 4 / 1 2 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 1 : 2 0  0 4 / 2 9 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 0 0 : 0 9  0 5 / 0 8 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 0 : 5 5  0 5 / 3 0 / 1 9 9 9  INA 
3 N  
99-L9067 Bar Check D1A 
99-L9464 Alarm DlA 
99-i9492 Alarm D1A 
99-L9549 Alarm D1A 
39-L9727 Bar Check Dl A ~- ~ 
99-L9836 Bar Check D1A 
99-L10192 Alarm D1A 
99-L10209 Bar Check D1A 
99-210699 Bar Check D1A 
99-L11223 Alcohol Offense D1A 
99-L11238 Alarm D1A 
99-L11694 Bar Check DIA 
99-L12036 Alarm D 1A 
99-Ll2432 Bar Check D1A 
99-212446 Theft D1A 
99-L13150 Alarm D1A 
99-L13337 Bar Check D lA 
99-L14249 Citizen Dispute D1A 
99-L14836 Assault D1A 
99-L15992 Bar Check D1A 
99-L16004 Alarm D 1A 
99-L16051 Bar Check D1A 
99-L16278 Bar Check D1A 
99-L16429 Bar Check D1A 
99-L16795 Bar Check D1A 
99-L17609 Bar Check D1A 
99-L18758 Bar Check D 1A 
99-L19125 DUI D1A 
99-L19195 Bar Check DLA 
99-L19513 Alarm D1A 
99-L19719 Battery D1A 
99-L20044 lMedical D 1A 
99-L20335 Alarm D 1A 
99-L20381 Suspicious D1A 
99-L21085 Citizen Dispute D1A 
99-L21299 Bar Check D1A 
99-L21412 Bar Check D 1A 
99-L21646 Vandalism D1A 
99-L21681 Bar Check D1A 
00-L45 Theft D1A 
00-L329 Vandalism D1A 
00-L424 Traffic Hazard D ~ A  
00-L449 Vandalism D1A 
00-L563 Bar Check D1A 
00-L867 Bar Check D 1A 
00-L1315 Bar Check D1A 
00-L1928 Citizen Dispute D1A 
00-L2462 Bar Check D 1A 
00-L3574 Juvenile Prob D1A 
00-L3616 Suspicious D 1A 
00-L4261 Public Nuisance D1A 
00-L4312 Traffic Offense D ~ A  
00-L4410 Citizen Dispute D ~ A  
00-L4586 Citizen Dispute D1A 
00-L4990 Bar Check D1A 
00-L5978 DUI D1A 
00-L6383 Battery D1A 
A171:11>AV1T OF CINDY FELT( 
P ~ r c e  County Sheriff 22:! 
Page : 2 
LPDl 23:13:46 06/02/1999 INA 75036 
LPDL 09:04:13 06/09/1999 INA 95286 
LPDl 14:00:16 06/09/1999 INA 95286 
LPDl 09:39:45 06/10/:999 INA 95286 
LPDl 00:18:28 06/13/1999 INA 60697 
LPDl 00:19:05 06/15/1999 INA 4 6 
LPDl 17:23:44 06/20/1999 INA 95286 
LPDl 00:14:09 06/21/1999 INA 87287 
LPDl 00:43:48 06/29/1999 INA 4 6 
LPDl 01:39:39 07/06/1999 INA 
LPDl 10:38:06 07/06/1999 INA 
LPDl 00:23:02 07/13/1999 TNA 
~ ~ ~ -. ..
LPDL 10:01:06 07/18/1999 1NA 
LPDl 22:58:00 07/24/1999 INA 
LPDl 02:05:25 07/25/1999 INA 
LPDl 09:55:02 08/05/1999 INA 
LPDl 23:55:40 08/07/1999 INA 
LPDl 02:16:34 08/22/1999 INA 
LPDl 13:32:53 08/31/1999 CAP 
LPDl 22:36:21 09/19/1999 INA 
LPDl 05:02:25 09/20/1999 INA 
LPDl 22:39:00 09/20/1999 INA 
LPDl 22:50:04 09/23/1999 INA 
LPDl 22:55:05 09/26/1999 INA 
LPDl 23:38:55 10/03/1999 INA 
LPDl 23:39:00 10/18/1999 CAA 
LPDl 23:14:54 11/07/1999 INA 
LPDl 21:34:41 11/13/1999 TNA 
LPDl 01:25:52 11/15/1999 INA 
LPDl 20:36:50 11/20/1999 INA 
LPDl 14:30:53 11/24/1999 CAA 
LPDl 23:38:22 11/30/1999 INA 
LPDl 10:04:39 12/06/1999 INA 
LPDl 02:41:30 12/07/1999 CAA 
LPDl 00:32:08 12/20/1999 CAA 
LPDl 22:57:33 12/23/1999 INA 
LPDl 23:04:04 12/26/1999 INA 
LPDl 13:05:21 12/31/1999 INA 
LPDl 23:21:16 12/31/1999 INA 
LPDl 16:29:58 01/01/2000 INA 
LPDl 02:19:08 01/07/2000 INA 
LPDl 23:11:08 01/08/2000 INA 5671 
LPDl 15:34:25 01/09/2000 INA 74257 
LPDl 23:08:44 01/11/2000 INA 87287 
LPDl 01:56:30 01/18/2000 INA 87287 ~ -~ 
LPDl 00:55:49 01/26/2000 INA 87287 
LPDl 02:22:44 02/06/2000 CAA 83304 
LPDl 00:50:17 02/16/2000 INA 87287 
LPDl 13:02:57 03/05/2000 INA 30062 
LPDl 12:23:12 03/06/2000 TNA 69740 ..-.. 
LPDl 00:47:37 03/18/2000 C h  4 7 .- 
LPDl 23:41:49 03/18/2000 INA 57287 
LPDl 02:21:09 03/21/2000 CAA 33538 
LPDl 01:30:17 03/24/2000 INA 5969 
LPDl 01:06:52 03/31/2000 INA 60697 
LPDl 01:05:22 04/16/2000 TNA 31756 - -  . .
LPDl 00:24:28 04/23/2000 INA 8 
0 0 - L 6 7 0 7  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 0 - L 6 7 4 3  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 0 - L 7 2 1 7  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 0 - L 7 5 5 6  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 7 8 9 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 8 4 1 1  D o m e s t i c  D1A 
0 0 - L 8 6 4 8  A l a r m  D1A 
0 0 - L 8 7 0 2  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 0 - L 8 8 2 9  Misrepre o f  A g e  DlA 
0 0 - L 8 8 3 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 8 9 3 7  DWP D1A 
0 0 - L 9 1 5 7  A n i m a l  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 0 - L 9 2 1 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 9 2 6 9  A s s a u l t  D1A 
0 0 - L 9 5 9 0  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 9 6 6 0  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 0 1 8 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 0 2 0 1  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 0 6 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 1 0 9  Misrepre of  A g e  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 4 3 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 4 9 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 4 9 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 5 5 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 5 5 9  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 5 6 3  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 8 7 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 9 4 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 1 9 4 8  V a n d a l i s m  D l A  
0 0 - L 1 2 2 9 3  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 2 4 5 5  A l a r m  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 2 7 6 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 2 8 1 9  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 1 3 5  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 1 4 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 2 1 2  C i t i z e n  Dispute D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 5 2 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 6 1 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 6 2 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 7 0 5  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 3 7 0 9  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 4 0 2 6  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 4 1 5 4  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 4 5 3 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 4 5 3 4  T h e f t  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 4 5 8 0  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 4 6 6 3  A l a r m  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 4 9 6 4  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 2 5 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 3 1 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 3 7 5  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 3 8 0  T h e f t  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 6 1 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 6 9 0  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 7 2 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 7 3 2  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 0 - L 1 5 7 3 3  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
AFFIDAVIT OF CmDY FELTO! 
P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
L P D l  0 0 : 2 1 : 2 5  0 4 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 2 8 : 5 7  0 4 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 9 : 5 8 : 4 3  0 5 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 3 : 5 7  0 5 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 8 : 0 7  0 5 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 9 : 3 5  0 5 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 0  CAA 
L P D l  1 2 : 0 9 : 5 9  0 6 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 4 : 2 4  0 6 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 0  I N A  
L P D l  0 0 : 1 3 : 1 2  0 6 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 4 : 0 3  0 6 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 9 : 2 8  0 6 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 0  CAA 
L P D l  0 8 : 1 5 : 1 5  0 6 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 0  I N A  
LPD1 0 0 : 2 0 : 4 0  0 6 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 3 : 2 4  0 6 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 0  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 2 : 5 9  0 6 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 0 : 3 0  0 6 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 1 : 4 1  0 6 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 7 : 1 7  0 6 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 5 : 5 8  0 7 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 2 9 : 0 4  0 7 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 2 : 3 4  0 7 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 0  I N A  
L P D l  0 2 : 0 6 : 2 4  0 7 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 7 : 4 1  0 7 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 1 2 : 3 0  0 7 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 0  TNA ~ ~~- .- 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 9 : 4 2  0 7 / 1 6 / 5 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 7 : 2 4  0 7 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 7 : 3 7  0 7 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 . 8 : 3 5  0 7 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 9 : 2 8  0 7 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 0  UNF 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 2 : 2 5  0 7 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 9 : 0 7 : 4 9  0 7 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 6 : 1 4  0 8 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 0 7 : 1 5  0 8 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 1 1 : 2 7  0 8 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 0  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 1 : 3 8  0 8 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 9 : 3 6  0 8 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 3 : 3 1  0 8 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 5 : 0 4  0 8 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 4 : 3 1  0 8 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 3 : 1 8  0 8 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 8 : 2 4  0 8 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 0 6 : 5 4  0 8 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 9 : 4 5  0 8 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 8 : 0 0  0 9 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 9 : 3 2  0 9 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 7 : 0 7  0 9 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 4 7 : 2 2  0 9 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 2 7 : 4 9  0 9 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 2 1 : 1 6  0 9 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 8 : 5 3  0 9 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 8 : 4 0  0 9 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 9 : 3 5  0 9 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 6 : 3 3  0 9 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : O l : l O  0 9 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 0  CAA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 6 : 1 1  0 9 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 0  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 1 : 1 5  0 9 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 0  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 5 : 3 7  0 9 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 0  CAA 
?J 
2 2 8  
P a g e  : 3 
37/27/09 IJe z 
li:41 
00-L16143 Bar Check D1A 
00-L16365 Alarm D1A 
00-L16485 Citizen Dispute D ~ A  
00-L16512 Missing Person DlA 
00-L16526 Bar Check D1A 
00-L16781 Misrepre of Age DlA 
00-L16794 Suspicious D1A 
00-L16848 Misrepre of Age D1A 
00-L16895 Bar Check DlA 
00-L17251 Bar Check D1A 
00-L17309 Bar Check D1A 
00-L17415 Alarm D1A 
00-L17656 Battery D1A 
: Perce County Sheriff 2 2 8 

















































00-L17690 Bar check D1A 
00-L17705 Bar Check D1A 
00-L17718 Vandalism D1A 
10/28/2000 INA 
01:32:42 10/29/2000 INA 
09:59:48 10/29/2000 INA 
18:17:56 10/31/2000 UNF 00-L17854 Theft D1A 
00-L18117 Battery D1A 
00-L18370 Unwanted Person D1A 
00-L18474 Bar Check D1A 
00-L18811 Citizen Assist D1A 
00-L18864 Bar Check D1A 
00-L18865 Bar Check D1A 
00-L19038 Citizen Dispute D1A 
00-L19058 Battery D1A 
00-L19106 Bar Check D1A 
00-L19139 Bar Check D1A 
00-L19145 Citizen Assist D ~ A  
00-L19506 Bar Check D1A 
00-L19803 DUI D1A 
00-L19806 Vehicle Theft D1A 
00-L20231 Citizen Assist D1A 
00-L20233 Alarm D1A 
00-L20238 Suspicious D1A 
00-L20579 Wanted Person D1A 
00-L20586 Bar Check D1A 
00-L20589 Parking Problem D1A 
00-L20653 Bar Check D1A 
00-L20660 Bar Check D1A 
00-L20863 Citizen Assist D1A 
00-L20922 Parking Problem D1A 
00-L20925 Vandalism D1A 
00-L21002 Bar Check D1A 
01-L4 Citizen Assist D1A 
01-L317 Domestic D1A 
01-2320 Alarm D1A 
01-L351 Bar Check D1A 
01-L713 lMedical D1A 
01-L978 Domestic D1A 
01-L1024 Bar Check D1A 
01-L1200 Found Property D1A 
01-L1356 Bar Check D1A 
01-L1587 Citizen Dispute D1A 
01-L1638 Vehicle Theft D1A 
01-L1705 Alarm D1A 
01-L1742 Bar Check D1A 
01-L1750 Citizen Dispute D1A 
AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FELT( 
- - 
01:30:32 11/05/2000 CAA 
02:37:04 11/10/2000 INA 
23:57:46 11/11/2000 INA 
00:39:39 11/18/2000 INA 
23:28:34 11/18/2000 INA 
23:47:11 11/18/2000 INA 
02:03:36 11/23/2000 CAA 
01:14:46 11/24/2000 CAA 
01:11:50 11/25/2000 INA 
22:05:07 11/25/2000 INA 
00r05:22 11/26/2000 INA 
23:17:37 12/02/2000 INA 
01:53:55 12/09/2000 CAA 
02:22:22 12/09/2000 UNF 
23:40:20 12/15/2000 INA 
00:40:29 12/16/2000 INA 
02:12:37 12/16/2000 CAA 
20:33:06 12/22/2000 INA 
22:30:19 12/22/2000 INA 
23:15:02 12/22/2000 INA 
23:07:28 12/23/2000 INA 
01:08:06 12/24/2000 INA 
22:34:15 12/28/2000 INA 








02:14:32 12/30/2000 ACT 
22:39:42 12/31/2000 INA 




01:54:59 01/06/2001 UNF 
03:28:26 01/06/2001 INA 




00:06:05 01/15/2001 INA 
00:32:33 01/20/2001 INA 









19:14:51 01/24/2001 INA 
23:35:38 01/27/2001 INA 
01:43:27 02/01/2001 INA 
07:34:51 02/02/2001 UNF 
07:21:59 02/03/2001 INA 
23:35:54 02/03/2001 INA 
02:15:10 02/04/2001 INA 
0 7 / 2 7 / 0 9  Nez 
1 1 : 4 1  
P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  2 2 8  
P a g e  : 5 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 3 : 4 9  0 2 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 1  CAP. 0 1 - L 2 0 1 8  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 0 7 1  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 0 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 6 5  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 4 0 7  C ~ t i z e n  A s s i s t  DIA 
0 1 - L 2 4 1 4  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 4 3 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 4 6 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  DIA 
0 1 - L 2 8 0 1  Misrepre of  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 8 4 9  Suspicious D1A 
0 1 - L 3 2 4 2  Misrepre  o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 3 2 4 3  V e h i c l e  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 3 2 5 6  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 3 4 6 9  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 1 - L 4 1 8 5  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  DIA 
0 1 - L 4 3 2 0  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 1 - L 4 8 4 4  N o n  I n j u r y  COL D1A 
0 1 P L 5 1 8 5  A b a n d o n e d  V e h i c  D1A 
0 1 - L 5 2 8 6  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 P L 5 6 9 7  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 1 - L 5 7 0 1  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 1 - L 5 9 7 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 P L 6 4 9 9  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 1 P L 6 5 6 0  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 6 5 6 4  M i s r e p r e  o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 P L 6 5 7 3  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 1 - L 6 6 5 6  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 6 8 5 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 7 0 0 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 7 0 1 1  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 1 - L 7 3 9 4  DUI D1A 
0 1 P L 7 4 0 6  U n a t t e n d e d  C h i 1  D1A 
0 1 - L 7 4 8 7  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 7 9 1 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 7 9 1 5  A l a r m  D1A 
0 1 - L 8 1 8 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 P L 8 3 2 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 8 3 8 6  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 1 P L 8 3 8 7  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 1 P L 8 9 2 8  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 1 - L 6 9 3 3  T h r e a t s  D1A 
0 1 - L 9 2 1 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 9 7 4 5  W e a p o n  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 1 - L 9 7 4 8  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 9 7 4 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
01-L101.73 C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 0 2 3 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 0 5 5 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
01-L105.72 C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
01-L105.73 B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 0 6 9 8  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 0 7 0 0  B u s i n e s s / L i c  P b  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 0 9 1 5  B a r  c h e c k  D1A 
01-L109.20  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 1 1 4 1  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 1 1 4 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 1 2 1 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FEI, TC 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 4 : 4 6  0 2 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 0 : 2 3  0 2 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  
L P D l  1 0 : 0 7 : 0 9  0 2 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
LPD1 2 0 : 4 1 : 0 5  0 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 6 : 5 7  0 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 4 : 0 5  0 2 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 1  1NA 
L P D l  2 2 : 0 0 : 3 8  0 2 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 4 2 : 5 5  0 2 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 1  UNF 
LPDI  2 3 : 4 3 : 4 1  0 2 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 0 : 2 8  0 3 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  
L P D l  0 1 : 4 6 : 3 7  0 3 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  UNF 
L P D l  1 3 : 1 1 : 4 8  0 3 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 8 : 5 0  0 3 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 0 4 : 3 2  0 3 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  0 2 :  11: 3 5  0 3 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  
L P D l  0 3 : 2 9 : 2 6  0 4 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 3 9 : 0 8  0 4 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  1 2 : 1 0 : 2 1  0 4 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 2 : 4 1  0 4 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 4 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 4 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 4 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 4 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 4 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 4 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 4 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  
0 5 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 5 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 5 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 5 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 5 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 5 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
LPD1 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 5 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 5 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 5 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  
0 5 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 5 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 6 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 6 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 6 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 6 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 6 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
IN 
0 6 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 6 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 6 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  - ..
0 6 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 6 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  
0 6 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 6 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 1  I N A  
0 6 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 7 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 1  1 N A  
0 7 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 7 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 1  UNF 
0 7 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 1  TNA 
0 7 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  2 2 8  
P a g e  : 6  
O i - L 1 1 2 1 4  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  
0 1 - L 1 1 2 5 4  Non  I n j u r y  COL 
0 1 - L 1 1 3 5 4  A l a r m  
0 1 - L 1 1 4 C 8  B a r  C h e c k  
0 1 - L l l 5 5 3  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  
0 1 - L 1 1 6 1 8  B a r  C h e c k  
0 1 - L 1 1 6 2 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  
0 1 - L 1 2 0 9 9  Misrepre of  A g e  
0 1 - L 1 2 1 5 7  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  
0 1 - L 1 2 5 0 3  T h e f t  
0 1 - L 1 2 6 3 4  B a t t e r y  
0 1 - L 1 2 8 6 3  B a r  C h e e k  
0 1 - L 1 3 0 0 6  B a r  C h e c k  
0 1 - L 1 3 0 1 6  B a r  C h e c k  
0 1 - L 1 3 0 7 4  DUI 
0 1 - L 1 3 0 8 4  A s s a u l t  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 2 : 1 5 : 0 2  0 7 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 1 : 5 8 : 4 6  0 7 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
D1A 
D1A 
D l A  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
1 0 : 3 5 : 2 2  0 7 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 2 : 2 2 : 0 6  0 7 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 1 8 : 0 7  0 7 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 0 : 5 0 : 3 4  0 7 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 1 : 5 1 : 5 5  0 7 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 0 : 1 8 : 4 1  0 7 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 1  UNF 
0 2 : 2 5 : 4 0  0 7 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 3 4 : 0 3  0 7 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 1  TNA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 1 : 5 2 : 0 0  0 7 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
2 3 : 0 2 : 2 8  0 8 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 2 : 0 7 : 4 7  0 8 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 0 : 5 2 : 5 4  0 8 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 3 : 2 7 : 3 1  0 8 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 1 : 3 9 : 1 7  0 8 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
1 1 : 5 8 : 0 5  0 8 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
1 9 : 5 9 : 5 9  0 8 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 1 - L 1 3 1 7 1  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 3 3 3 7  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 3 3 4 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 2 1 : 5 2 : 5 2  08;08;2001 INA 
0 0 : 3 3 : 2 2  0 8 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 1  INA 0 1 - L 1 3 5 9 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 4 0 2 4  N a r c o t i c  A c t i v i  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 4 0 3 5  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 4 0 8 9  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 4 5 0 0  Misrepre  o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 4 8 4 3  T r a f f i c  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 5 0 0 0  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 5 1 2 5  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 5 3 2 5  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 5 3 9 0  DWP D1A 
0 1 - L 1 5 7 0 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 5 8 2 4  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 6 2 0 5  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 6 2 2 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 6 5 7 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 6 6 3 2  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 6 6 4 6  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 6 6 4 8  N o n  I n j u r y  COL D1A 
2 1 : 5 1 : 2 9  0 8 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 1  C J A  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
2 3 : 2 8 : 5 4  0 8 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
1 8 : 0 7 : 1 9  0 8 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 2 : 0 3 : 1 9  0 8 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 1  UNF 
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 1 : 5 5 : 1 4  0 8 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
1 4 : 1 5 : 2 2  0 9 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 2 : 0 9 : 2 8  0 9 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 0 : 0 8 : 4 2  0 9 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 3 5 : 2 3  0 9 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
0 1 : 1 4 : 0 5  0 9 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 1 1 : 4 7  0 9 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  UNF 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  1 9 : 5 7 : 1 6  0 9 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 2 : 2 1 : 1 7  0 9 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 1  CAA 
2 3 : 3 7 : 5 2  0 9 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 2 : 0 3 : 2 4  0 9 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 0 : 0 4 : 1 1  0 9 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 0 : 1 3 : 2 6  0 9 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 3 1 : 2 9  0 9 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 4 4 : 1 5  1 0 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 3 : 4 4 : 4 6  1 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 2 3 : 3 4  1 0 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 3 : 5 0 : 5 3  1 0 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 3 : 0 1 : 3 9  1 0 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 3 : 0 9 : 3 2  1 0 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 0 : 5 8 : 3 2  1 0 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 0 7 : 0 8  1 0 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 2 : 2 1 : 1 4  1 0 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
1 8 : 5 2 : 0 4  1 0 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
- - 
0 1 - L 1 6 7 2 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 6 7 6 6  A l a r m  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 7 1 5 2  M i s r e ~ r e  o f  A a e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 7 1 5 8  c i t i z k n  ~ i s ~ u f e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 7 5 0 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 7 5 1 8  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 7 8 3 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 7 9 9 1  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 0 5 8  D o m e s t i c  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 0 6 0  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 0 8 7  Non  I n j u r y  COL D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 3 8 2  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 4 3 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 5 1 8  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 9 0 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 8 9 6 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 9 3 3 0  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 1 9 9 5 9  D o m e s t i c  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 0 0 2 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 0 1 2 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
AFFIDAVlTOF ClNDY 1:ELTO 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 8 : 3 6 : 2 4  1 0 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 3 : 1 8 : 1 1  1 0 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 1 : 0 8 : 2 0  1 0 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 1  TNA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
2 3 : 0 4 : 4 1  1 1 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 0 : 1 3 : 3 5  1 1 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 3 : 1 3 : 2 8  1 1 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
2 3 : 1 5 : 0 4  1 1 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
2 3 : 0 7 : 2 4  1 1 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 0 : 1 2 : 4 1  1 1 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 1  INA 
0 1 - L 2 0 1 6 6  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 0 4 5 2  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 0 5 2 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 0 9 3 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 0 9 7 5  A s s a u l t  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 1 7 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 2 3 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 3 0 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 3 2 2  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 3 6 0  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 3 6 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 3 6 4  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 6 8 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 6 8 7  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 1 7 3 6  T h e f t  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 2 1 3 5  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 1 - L 2 2 1 4 5  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 4 6  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 9 1  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 4 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 5 0  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 5 2  T r a f f i c  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 0 5  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 1 6  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 2 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 2 - L 8 3 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 2 - L 9 7 2  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 0 2 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 0 3 6  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 4 6 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 7 7 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 8 4 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 9 4 5  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 0 9 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 6 5 7  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 2 - L 3 4 8 8  DUI D1A 
0 2 - L 3 5 4 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 3 9 3 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 4 2 2 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 4 7 8 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 0 5 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 1 9 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 4 4 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 6 5 0  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 7 4 8  H a r a s s m e n t  D1A 
0 2 - L 5 8 1 1  H a r a s s m e n t  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 0 3 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 0 3 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 4 8 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 5 3 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 7 0 6  A l a r m  D1A 
0 2 - L 6 9 4 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 9 0 3 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 0 1 1 7  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 0 5 9 0  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 1 5 8 9  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 2 - L 1 2 0 8 0  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FELT( 
: p e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
L P D l  0 0 : 4 2 : 3 3  1 1 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 1 .  
L P D l  2 3 : 4 9 : 1 5  1 1 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 1 : 3 0 : 2 8  l 2 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 0 : 0 6 : 4 9  1 2 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 1 : 0 0 : 2 7  1 2 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 0 : 1 1 : 0 2  1 2 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  2 0 : 0 7 : 3 9  1 2 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 1 : 1 3 : 1 8  1 2 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  1 3 : 4 2 : 1 8  1 2 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 1 : 5 6 : 2 7  1 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 2 : 2 6 : 3 1  1 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 2 : 3 9 : 0 3  1 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 0 : 5 2 : 1 9  1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 2 : 5 3 : 4 9  1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  0 2 : 4 5 : 4 5  1 2 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  2 2 : 3 6 : 4 0  1 2 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  2 3 : 5 5 : 0 7  1 2 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 1  
L P D l  2 3 : 3 1 : 2 1  0 1 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 3 : 1 6 : 2 3  0 1 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 2 : 4 4 : 5 2  0 1 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 4 0 : 0 4  0 1 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 2 : 0 0 : 2 2  0 1 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 2 : 4 5 : 2 7  0 1 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 0 : 5 9 : 5 3  0 1 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 2 : 0 5 : 5 2  0 1 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 0 : 5 0 : 2 0  0 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 3 7 : 2 6  0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 5  
L P D l  2 3 : 2 4 : 1 8  0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 0 : 3 4 : 3 9  0 1 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 0 : 0 3 : 1 6  0 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 2 : 2 7 : 5 8  0 1 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 1 : 5 1 : 5 8  0 2 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 2 6 : 4 6  
L P D l  0 0 : 0 8 : 2 8  
L P D l  0 0 : 0 3 : 2 3  
L P D l  0 0 : 1 9 : 3 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 2 2 : 4 2  
L P D l  2 2 : 4 6 : 3 0  
L P D l  2 0 : 3 4 : 5 1  
L P D l  2 3 : 1 1 : 2 0  
L P D l  2 3 : 0 7 : 3 1  
L P D l  2 3 : 1 2 : 3 3  
L P D l  2 1 : 5 7 : 2 9  
L P D l  2 2 : 5 9 : 3 1  
L P D l  2 1 : 3 7 : 2 8  
L P D l  1 7 : 4 7 : 3 4  0 4 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 1 : 5 9 : 3 3  0 4 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 3 : 0 3 : 5 7  0 4 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 2 : 0 4 : 1 1  0 4 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 0 : 2 8 : 3 6  0 4 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 0 : 1 1 : 1 8  0 4 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 3 : 0 2 : 0 4  0 4 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 0 : 4 1 : 2 2  0 5 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  2 1 : 2 9 : 3 2  0 6 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 2 8 : 2 0  0 6 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 3 5 : 0 2  0 7 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 2  



























































2 2 8  
P a g e  : 7 
0 7 / 2 7 / 0 9  N e z  P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
1 l : 4 1  
0 2 - L 1 5 6 6 6  B a r  C h e c k  D1A LPD1 2 0 : 4 0 : 0 2  0 9 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 5 8 2 1  C i t i z e n  Dispute  DlA L P D l  0 1 : 0 9 : 2 3  0 9 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 2  CAA 
0 2 - L 1 5 8 2 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 5 3 : 2 1  0 9 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 6 2 4 4  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 3 5 : 4 5  0 9 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 2  CAA 
0 2 - L 1 7 1 8 1  C i t i z e n  D i spu te  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 1 4 : 0 7  0 9 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 2  CAA 
0 2 - L 1 7 5 5 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 1 1 : 5 8  1 0 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 7 6 8 6  lMedical  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 4 0 : 3 8  1 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 8 0 7 4  V a n d a l i s m  D1A LPDL 0 1 : 3 2 : 4 2  1 0 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 8 1 2 5  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 2 1 : 5 4  1 0 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 8 4 8 2  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  DIA L P D l  0 1 : 5 5 : 3 3  1 0 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 8 5 3 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 0 9 : 0 9  1 0 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 2  CAA 
0 2 - L 1 8 6 0 2  T h e f t  D1A L P D l  1 6 : 0 2 : 1 1  1 0 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 9 0 1 8  A l a r m  D1A L P D l  0 8 : 5 6 : 3 6  1 0 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 9 1 7 0  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A L P D l  2 2 : 1 1 : 5 2  1 0 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 1 9 6 0 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 4 5 : 4 0  1 1 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 2  I N A  
0 2 - L 1 9 6 9 7  B a t t e r y  D1A L P D l  1 2 : 1 1 : 5 9  1 1 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 0 5 4  A l a r m  D1A L P D l  0 7 : 4 6 : 3 4  1 1 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 1 1 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 3 5 : 3 8  1 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 1 2 6  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A L P D l  0 3 : 1 2 : 3 9  1 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 1 4 7  N o n  I n j u r y  COL D1A L P D l  1 5 : 3 3 : 1 5  1 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 1 6 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A L P D l  2 1 : 4 8 : 2 2  1 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 2  I N A  
0 2 - L 2 0 3 5 5  A l a r m  D1A L P D l  0 8 : 4 3 : 3 9  1 1 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 5 4 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 1 2 : 1 7  1 1 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 6 0 6  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 5 4 : 0 2  1 1 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 0 6 0 7  B a t t e r y  D1A - 
0 2 - L 2 0 8 5 3  A l a r m  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 0 9 1 0  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 0 9 1 3  C i t i z e n  D i s o u t e  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 0 9 1 5  P u b l i c  ~ u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 0 9 5 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 1 5 5 9  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 1 6 7 4  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 1 6 7 5  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
02-1 .21709 C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 1 7 2 5  B a t t e r y  D1A .
0 2 - L 2 2 0 5 6  T h e f t  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 2 0 8 6  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 2 - L 2 2 0 9 0  B a t t e r v  D1A 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 6 : 0 8  1 1 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 7 : 2 6 : 0 9  1 1 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 3 : 3 9  1 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 3 : 0 0  1 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 2 :  1 6 :  0 9  1 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 2  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 7 : 4 5  1 2 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 0 8 : 0 0  1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 2  UNF 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 1 : 1 8  1 2 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 4 : 5 8  1 2 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  1 9 : 3 3 : 4 3  1 2 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 8 : 1 8  1 2 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 2  UNF 
L P D l  1 3 : 4 5 : 2 6  1 2 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 8 : 5 2  1 2 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 4 : 2 3  1 2 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 2  ACT 
0 2 - L 2 2 1 3 7  c i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 2 9 : 5 1  1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 2 1 4 5  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 5 5 : 2 9  1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 2 1 4 9  T h e f t  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 3 7 : 0 9  1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 2  UNF 
0 2 - L 2 2 4 0 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 9 : 2 6  1 2 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 2 4 5 4  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 3 9 : 1 6  1 2 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 2 4 5 9  B a t t e r y  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 1 0 : 5 3  1 2 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 2 4 6 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 1 4 : 2 7  1 2 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 2 5 2 5  L o s t  P r o p e r t y  D1A L P D l  1 1 : 1 0 : 2 2  1 2 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 2 - L 2 2 5 6 3  B a r  C h e c k  
.
D1A L P D l  2 1 : 4 6 : 3 8  1 2 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 2  INA 
0 3 - L 1 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 3 0 : 3 8  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 3  UNF 
0 3 - L 6 1  A l a r m  D1A L P D l  0 8 : 0 9 : 3 3  0 1 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 5 : 1 3  0 1 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 2 1 2  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A L P D l  0 3 : 4 6 : 2 7  0 1 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 3 0 7  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A L P D l  2 1 : 5 6 : 3 0  0 1 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 4 8 5  DUI- D1A L P D l  0 2 : 0 8 : 4 5  0 1 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 5 4 4  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 0 4 : 5 7  0 1 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
0 3 - L 5 9 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 0 5 : 2 7  0 1 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA ~ - 
0 3 - ~ 9 5 7  C i t i z e n  D i s ~ u t e  DIA LPDI  0 2 :  0 2 :  0 6  0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
0 3 - L 1 4 0 4  C i t i z e n  ~ i s ' u t e  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 4 4 : 2 3  0 1 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
AFFIDAVIT OF C I ~ D Y  FELTON 
2 2 8  
P a g e  : 8 
0 7 / 2 7 / 0 9  N e z  
i l : 4 1  
0 3 - 2 1 4 0 9  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L L 4 1 1  C i t i z e n  ~ i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 5 5  Non I n j u r y  COL DIA 
0 3 - L 1 5 2 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
03-L l .711  C i t i z e n  Dispute  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 7 1 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 8 3 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 2 9  H a r a s s m e n t  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 4 5 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 5 6 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 6 1 9  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 6 2 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 6 2 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 9 7 2  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 3 - L 3 2 0 1  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 3 3 8 7  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 3 3 9 3  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 3 - L 3 3 9 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 3 4 5 6  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 3 - L 3 7 7 6  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 3 - L 4 0 8 5  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 4 2 4 1  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 3 - L 4 2 9 1  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 3 - L 4 7 7 7  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 3 - L 4 8 9 4  T h e f t  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 0 8 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 1 4 4  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 2 0 9  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 5 0 1  T h r e a t s  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 5 2 9  L o s t  P r o p e r t y  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 6 4 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 6 4 4  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 6 5 3  A s s a u l t  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 6 5 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 7 0 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 7 1 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 5 7 1 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 6 0 3 8  DWP D  1A 
0 3 - L 6 1 6 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 6 4 6 8  W e a p o n  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 3 - L 6 5 4 5  T h e f t  D1A 
0 3 - L 6 6 0 1  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 6 9 7 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 6 9 7 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 7 2 6 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 7 4 2 6  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 3 - L 7 8 4 8  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 7 8 5 2  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 7 9 1 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 8 3 6 3  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 3 - L 8 6 5 4  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 3 - L 8 6 6 4  A l a r m  D1A 
0 3 - L 8 7 0 4  Misrepre of A g e  D1A 
0 3 - L 8 7 7 1  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 9 1 3 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 9 1 8 9  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 9 1  ,?8~BAbW%rPFRbei"F@t?o: 
P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
L P D l  0 0 : 5 9 : 5 6  0 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 0 : 2 1  0 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 0 5 : 2 2  0 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
T,FD1 2 0 : 2 7 : 0 4  0 1 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA - 
L P D l  0 1 :  31: 4 8  0 1 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 8 : 3 9  0 1 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 0 : 1 5  0 2 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  ACT 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 2 : 2 8 : 4 1  0 2 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
2 3 : 3 8 : 2 4  0 2 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 1 : 5 2 : 0 2  0 2 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
0 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 2 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 2 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
0 3 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
0 3 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 2 2 : 1 1  0 3 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 3  I N A  
L P D l  1 1 : 1 0 : 2 0  0 3 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 1 7 : 0 6  0 3 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 3 8 : 5 9  0 3 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 9 : 4 7  0 3 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  I N A  
L P D l  0 0 : 5 5 : 4 1  0 4 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  1 3 : 5 3 : 4 8  0 4 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 3  I N A  
L P D l  0 0 : 3 7 : 5 7  0 4 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 1 : 3 2  0 4 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 5 :  13 0 4 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 8 : 2 3  0 4 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 5 : 2 1  0 4 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  I N A  
L P D l  0 0 : 0 5 : 2 5  0 4 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 3  I N A  
L P D l  0 1 : 3 5 : 3 8  0 4 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 5 : 5 9  0 4 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 3 : 1 8  0 4 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 0 : 1 4  0 4 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 3 : 2 6  0 4 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 4 : 4 3  0 4 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 3  I N A  
L P D l  0 1 : 0 8 : 3 8  0 4 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 2 : 5 1  0 4 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 3 7 : 0 8  0 4 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 8 : 1 3  0 5 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 4 3 : 3 5  0 5 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 6 : 0 1  0 5 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 0 : 1 6  0 5 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 3 : 5 2  0 5 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  ACT 
L P D l  0 3 : 3 2 : 0 8  0 5 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 9 : 0 9 : 0 9  0 5 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 2 7 : 4 5  0 5 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 3  U N F  
L P D l  0 2 : 2 7 : 4 2  0 5 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 6 : 2 0  0 5 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
LPDI  2 3 : 2 1 : 0 5  0 5 6 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
N 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 0 : 0 6  0 5 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
228 
P a g e  : 9  
P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
0 3 - L 9 2 0 0  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  DIA 
0 3 - L 9 2 0 1  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 9 2 5 1  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 3 - L 9 2 6 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 9 2 6 8  I n t o x i c a t i o n  DLA 
0 3 - L 9 5 4 6  DUS D1A 
0 3 - L 9 7 5 1  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 9 8 6 8  A l a r m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 0 1 6 5  A l a r m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 0 2 0 7  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 0 6 4 7  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 0 6 5 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 0 6 5 6  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 0 7 6 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  DIA 
0 3 - L 1 0 7 7 3  DUI D1A 
0 3 - L 1 1 0 8 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 1 0 9 2  P a r k i n a  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 1 5 6 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 1 6 7 1  CPOR V i o l a t i o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 2 1 9 7  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 2 6 2 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  DIA 
0 3 - L 1 2 6 4 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 2 6 9 8  lMedical  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 2 7 0 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L I Z 7 1 1  S u s p i c i o u s  DLA 
0 3 - L 1 2 7 1 2  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - ~ 1 2 9 5 2  D o m e s t i c  D  1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 2 7 9  i n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 5 8 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 6 4 4  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 6 4 5  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 6 5 1  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 6 5 4  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 6 5 5  lMedica l  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 6 5 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 3 9 0 0  T h r e a t s  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 0 3 1  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 0 3 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 1 1 2  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 1 2 3  c i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 1 9 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 1 9 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 6 1 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 6 5 0  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 7 2 5  T h e f t  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 4 9 7 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 5 5 9 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 5 6 0 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 5 6 0 6  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 5 6 4 9  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 5 6 5 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 6 1 2 2  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 6 5 1 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 6 5 1 6  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 3 - L 1 6 5 1 9  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
G3-L16804  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
L P D l  0 1 3 4 4 3 4 8  0 5 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  CPA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 6 : 3 9  0 5 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 2 4 : 1 3  0 5 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 4 : 5 9  0 6 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 4 : 3 1 : 5 2  0 6 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  1 9 : 1 0 : 2 8  0 6 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 3  SNA 
L P D l  2 3 : 2 7 : 2 8  0 6 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 4 7 : 1 7  0 6 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 3  SNA 
L P D l  0 3 : 4 0 : 0 3  0 6 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 6 : 2 5  0 6 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 2 1 : 5 0  0 6 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 3  SNA 
L P D l  0 0 : 2 6 : 4 1  0 6 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 8 : 0 7  0 6 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 8 : 1 1  0 6 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 2 8 : 0 8  0 6 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 4 8 : 2 7  0 6 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 1 : 2 4  0 6 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 0 : 3 1  0 7 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 1 : 1 3 : 4 3  0 7 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 5 : 4 7  0 7 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D I  2 2 : 5 6 : 0 8  0 7 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 3 : 1 2  0 7 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 5 : 0 0  0 7 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 6 : 0 2  0 7 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 5 : 5 7  0 7 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 2 : 4 7  0 7 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 3  SNA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 7 : 2 0  0 7 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 4 : 1 6  0 7 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 4 : 3 6  0 8 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  2 1 : 2 2 : 0 9  0 8 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 1 : 5 2 : 1 1  0 8 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 4 1 : 1 5  0 8 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 2 5 : 5 2  0 8 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 2 6 : 3 6  0 8 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 2 7 : 3 3  0 8 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  SNA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 4 : 2 5  0 8 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 1 : 2 9 : 4 2  0 8 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 7 : 4 1  0 8 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 0 9 : 5 0  0 8 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 2 : 4 8  0 8 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 3  EAD 
L P D l  0 0 : 2 5 : 4 1  0 8 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 3 : 3 7  0 8 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 2 : 5 6  0 8 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 0 7 : 1 7  0 8 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  1 2 : 3 1 : 2 8  0 8 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 1 1 : 4 7  0 8 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 0 : 1 4  0 8 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  SNA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 9 : 2 1  0 8 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 1 : 3 5  0 8 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 0 6 : 5 1  0 8 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 3 9 : 5 8  0 8 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 1 7 : 0 4  0 9 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 2 : 3 1  0 9 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 3 : 1 1  0 9 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 2 : 2 8  0 9 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 7 : 2 9  0 9 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
U 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 2 : 0 4  0 9 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 7 / 2 7 / 0 9  N e z  P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
1 1 : 4 1  
0 3 - 2 1 6 9 5 9  CPOR V i o l a t i o n  D1A L P D l  1 5 : 5 1 : % 8  0 9 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 3  CAR 
0 3 - L 1 7 1 4 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  1 6 : 1 6 : 2 3  0 9 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 1 7 1  C i t i z e n  Dispute D1A L P D l  0 2 : 1 9 : 5 8  0 9 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 1 9 3  T h e f t  D l A  L P D l  1 1 : 2 0 : 3 1  0 9 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 3  I N A  
0 3 - L 1 7 2 4 7  DUI D1A L P D l  0 2 : 0 6 : 1 7  0 9 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 3 9 3  C i t i z e n  Dispute  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 4 0 : 1 2  0 9 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 3 9 7  S U S ~ ~ C ~ O U S  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 7 : 1 9  0 9 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - 2 1 7 7 9 0  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D l A  L P D l  1 9 : 4 4 : 5 9  1 0 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 7 9 9  9 1 1  T r a c e  D1K L P D l  2 1 : 4 5 : 2 4  1 0 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 8 0 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 1 9 : 4 3  1 0 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 8 7 3  C i t i z e n  D i s u u t e  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 4 9 : 5 4  1 0 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 7 9 4 1  B a t t e r y  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 5 0 : 2 4  1 0 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  UNF 
0 3 - L 1 8 1 0 2  V a n d a l i s m  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 1 7 : 0 4  1 0 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 1 6 6  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  DIA L P D l  2 0 : 0 9 : 4 2  1 0 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 1 8 1  Bar C h e c k  D1A LPD1 2 3 : 4 4 : 1 4  1 0 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 2 4 2  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  2 2 : 3 4 : 0 9  1 0 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 2 9 0  L o s t  P r o ~ e r t v  D1A L P D l  1 7 : 0 1 : 1 2  1 0 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 3 1 6  B a r  check 
- 
DlA L P D l  0 0 : 3 8 : 3 8  1 0 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 3 6 8  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 1 0 : 3 9  1 0 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 4 8 4  V e h i c l e  TamDer  D1A L P D l  1 0 : 4 7 : 0 4  1 0 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 8 6 6 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  2 2 : 3 5 : 4 8  1 0 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  
0 3 - L 1 8 7 3 1  Bar C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 5 r 2 9  1 0 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  
0 3 - L 1 9 0 6 0  A l a r m  D1A L P D l  0 6 : 2 3 : 4 1  1 0 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 3  
0 3 - L 1 9 2 3 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 3 7 : 4 5  1 0 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  
0 3 - L 1 9 2 4 3  B a t t e r y  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 5 6 : 5 6  1 0 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  
0 3 - 2 1 9 6 3 7  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 5 9 : 2 6  1 0 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  
0 3 - L 1 9 6 4 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 2 0 : 1 4  1 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 3  









0 3 - L 1 9 7 0 4  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 1 0 : 2 7  1 1 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 9 7 1 8  V a n d a l i s m  D1A L P D l  1 0 : 2 2 : 3 3  1 1 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 1 9 7 7 4  T h e f t  D1A L P D l  1 3 : 4 8 : 5 7  1 1 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 2 0 0 7 6  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 0 7 8  Bar C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 0 8 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 4 0 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 4 1 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 4 6 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 4 6 8  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 4 7 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 6 8 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 0 8 6 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 1 1 8 5  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 1 2 4 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 1 9 8 7  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  DIA 
0 3 - L 2 2 0 6 5  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 0 8 1  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 1 3 1  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 1 3 5  Non  I n j u r y  COL D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 2 3 0  N o n  I n j u r y  COL D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 2 9 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 4 3 1  Bar C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 5 4 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 8 1 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 2 9 4 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 3 - L 2 3 1 4 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
L P D l  2 3 : 3 8 : 3 5  1 1 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 1 : 4 4  1 1 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 4 : 1 1  1 1 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 4 5 : 3 0  1 1 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 4 : 4 1  1 1 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 5 : 3 0  1 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 7 : 5 0  1 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 9 : 1 0  1 1 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  1 8 : 2 1 : 5 3  1 1 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 3  EAD 
L P D l  2 2 : 4 8 : 0 0  1 1 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 5 3 : 2 4  1 1 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 1 : 1 6  1 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 5 : 5 7  1 2 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 3  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 0 : 1 9  1 2 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 9 : 0 8 : 4 9  1 2 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 3 : 0 4  1 2 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 5 3 : 3 3  1 2 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 9 : 1 9  1 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 0 0 : 0 2  1 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 3  EAD 
L P D l  2 2 : 1 3 : 2 0  1 2 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 3 3 : 5 8  1 2 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 8 : 3 8  1 2 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 3 : 3 1  1 2 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
L P D l  1 1 : 1 5 : 4 6  1 2 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
0 3 - L 2 3 1 8 0  B a r  C h e c k  C1A L P D l  2 3 : 1 5 : 0 0  1 2 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 3  INA 
: F I ~ - A ~ F B F ~ W % A ? - P ~ N  L P D l  0 0 : 0 7 : 1 1  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
2 2  8 
P a g e  : L 1 
0 7 / 2 7 / 0 9  Nez Perce C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
11: 4 1  
04 -L14  B a t t e r y  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 5 6 : 0 4  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 2 1  C l t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 3 9 : 0 9  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
0 4 - L 4 7  T h e f t  D1A L P D l  1 4 : 2 8 : 3 6  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  TRA 
0 4 - 2 1 5 1  B a r  C h e c k  DlA L P D l  0 0 : 2 3 : 2 4  0 1 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - 5 1 5 3  l M e d i c a l  D lA L P D l  0 2 : l l : l O  0 1 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 4 1 9  ~ i t l z e n  Dispute  DlA L P D l  0 2 : 0 3 : 4 6  0 1 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
0 4 - L 5 9 6  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 0 3 : 4 1  0 1 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 6 3 0  B a t t e r y  DlA L P D l  2 3 : 0 4 : 0 8  0 1 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 7 7  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  2 1 : 0 6 : 5 8  0 1 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 0 6 3  C i t i z e n  D i s o u t e  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 1 7 : 5 3  0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA ~ - 
0 4 - L 1 0 6 7  u n w a n t e d  p e k s o n  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 0 6 : 0 6  0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 0 7 2  c i t i z e n  Dispute DIA L P D l  0 2 : 1 0 : 3 7  0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 0 7 3  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  DlA L P D l  0 2 : 2 0 : 5 2  0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 4 8 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  DlA L P D l  0 1 : 4 6 : 2 9  0 1 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 4 8 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 5 8 : 5 4  0 1 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 7 7 3  C i t i z e n  Dispute DIA L P D l  0 0 : 1 8 : 3 4  0 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 8 3 3  T h e f t  D lA L P D l  0 9 : 0 6 : 2 1  0 1 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 9 2 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 3 0 : 3 1  0 2 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 2 2 5 0  B a t t e r y  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 0 4 : 5 5  0 2 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 4  UNF 
0 4 - L 2 2 5 1  E r r a t i c  D r i v e r  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 0 9 : 1 4  0 2 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 2 2 5 6  C i t i z e n  D i s ~ u t e  DIA L P D l  0 1 : 4 7 : 5 7  0 2 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - ~ 2 4 8 4  s t a l i e d  ~ e h y c l e  D1A L P D l  0 2 :  0 6 :  4 3  0 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 2 7 0 2  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 3 6 : 5 3  0 2 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 0 8 3  C i t i z e n  Dispute  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 5 8 : 3 9  0 2 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 1 9 9  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 5 7 : 5 0  0 2 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 2 0 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 6 : 5 5  0 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 6 0 5  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 4 6 : 1 0  0 2 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
0 4 - L 3 6 0 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 1 :  0 0 :  1 5  0 2 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 6 6 1  P a r k i n q  P r o b l e m  D1A L P D l  2 2 : 5 2 : 0 6  0 2 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 6 7 3  B a r  c h e c k  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 8 : 0 8  0 2 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 7 1 9  F o u n d  P r o p e r t y  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 0 8 : 3 8  0 2 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 3 9 5 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  2 1 : 0 6 : 5 9  0 3 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 4 0 2 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 1 : 3 1 : 1 5  0 3 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
0 4 - L 4 0 2 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 4 : 3 6  0 3 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
0 4 - L 4 0 6 5  P a r k i n q  P r o b l e m  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 5 2 : 5 4  0 3 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 4 0 6 7  B a r  c h e c k  D  I A  
0 4 - L 4 0 7 1  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - L 4 4 6 7  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - ~ 4 4 7 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D ~ A  
0 4 - L 4 4 7 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 4 4 7 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - ~ 4 5 4 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D ~ A  
0 4 - L 4 5 4 1  B a t t e r y  D  1A 
0 4 - L 4 5 4 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 4 5 4 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D ~ A  
0 4 - L 4 5 4 6  V a n d a l i s m  D  1A 
0 4 - L 4 9 4 8  S u s p i c i o u s  D  1A 
0 4 - L 4 9 6 2  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 4 9 6 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 0 1 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 0 1 9  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 0 2 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 3 2 3  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 3 9 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 4 4 0  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 4 4 7  P a r k i n q  P r o b l e m  D1A 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 2 : 2 4  0 3 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 5 : 1 4  0 3 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 5 : 0 2  0 3 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 5 : 5 7  0 3 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 3 : 1 4  0 3 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 5 8 : 3 0  0 3 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 3 : 1 3  0 3 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 3 : 2 0  0 3 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 0 : 0 5  0 3 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 4 : 5 3  0 3 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 8 : 4 7  0 3 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 0 9 : 1 4  0 3 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 2 : 2 4  0 3 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 3 : 3 8  0 3 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 1 : 4 9  0 3 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 5 6 : 5 5  0 3 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 0 : 2 9  0 3 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 2 : 2 6  0 3 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 8 : 3 4  0 3 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 9 : 2 4  0 3 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 0 : 3 4  0 3 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
INA 
P e r c e  County  S h e r i f f  2 2 8  
P a g e  : 13 
0 4 - L 5 4 5 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 4 6 5  T h e f t  D1A 
0 4 - L 5 6 5 8  T h e f t  DLA 
0 4 - L 5 8 5 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  DlA 
0 4 - L 5 8 6 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
04-L5  9 2 2  S u s p i c i o u s  DlA 
0 4 - L 6 3 0 9  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 4 - L 6 3 6 8  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  DIA 
04-1,6369 U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 6 3 7 1  V a n d a l i s m  D 1A 
0 4 - L 6 7 1 0  C i t i z e n  Dispute  DlA 
0 4 - L 6 7 9 0  V e h i c l e  T h e f t  D1A 
0 4 - L 6 7 9 2  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 6 7 9 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 6 8 5 3  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - L 6 8 5 6  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  DIA 
0 4 - L 6 8 6 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 4 - L 6 9 3 8  T h e f t  D1A 
0 4 - L 7 1 6 7  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D  1A 
0 4 - L 7 2 2 3  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 4 - L 7 2 3 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 7 2 3 5  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 4 - L 7 4 7 0  V a n d a l i s m  D  1A 
0 4 - L 7 7 5 2  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
LPD1 0 1 : 3 6 : 4 6  0 3 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 0 9 : 1 2  0 3 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 1 : 4 5 : 1 2  0 3 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 9 : 3 1  0 4 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 0 : 3 0  0 4 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
LPDl  0 0 : 0 6 : 1 6  0 4 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 4  TNA 
L P D l  0 0 :  1 1 : 3 7  0 4 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  G 0 : 0 9 : 3 3  0 4 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 0 : 4 8  0 4 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 8 : 3 1  0 4 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  TRA 
L P D l  0 2 : 5 6 : 3 4  0 4 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 6 : 5 3  0 4 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  UNF 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 1 : 4 2 : 2 1  0 4 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 2 : 1 6 : 4 2  0 4 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
2 3 : 5 8 : 0 7  0 4 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 0 : 5 0 : 2 1  0 4 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 1 : 4 7 : 3 7  0 4 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
1 3 : 5 2 : 2 9  0 4 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 1 : 0 3 : 3 1  0 4 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
2 2 : 1 1 : 4 0  0 4 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 0 : 4 6 : 3 5  0 4 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 1 : 0 0 : 5 7  0 4 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
1 6 : 2 6 : 0 3  0 4 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  TRA 
0 2 : 0 3 : 5 5  0 5 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 7 7 5 4  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A L P D l  0 2 : 2 9 : 2 5  0 5 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 7 9 1 4  CPOR V i o l a t i o n  D1A L P D l  1 7 : 4 0 : 5 5  0 5 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 4  ACT 
0 4 - L 8 1 4 3  T r a f f i c  O f f e n s e  D1A L P D l  2 2 : 2 2 : 3 1  0 5 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 4  TNA - 
0 4 - L 8 1 4 8  S u s ~ i c i o u s  D1A L P D l  0 0 : 0 6 : 0 2  0 5 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 2 2 l   hei it D1A L P D l  0 0 : 1 9 : 3 6  0 5 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 2 8 1  B a r  C h e c k  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 0 8 : 3 3  0 5 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 2 8 5  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 4 3 : 4 3  0 5 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - ~ 8 5 8 1  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D ~ A  L P D ~  1 2 : 2 4 : 3 6  0 5 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 6 1 9  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D1A L P D l  2 0 : 5 8 : 5 5  0 5 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 6 2 0  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A L P D l  2 1 : 2 6 : 4 4  0 5 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 6 2 6  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A L P D l  2 3 : 5 7 : 3 9  0 5 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 8 6 2 9  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 1 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 6 3  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 6 4  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 6 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 6 7  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 6 8  A g e n c y  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 6 9  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 8 7 7 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 9 0 4 3  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 4 - L 9 1 2 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 9 1 2 7  D o m e s t i c  D  1A 
0 4 - L 9 1 2 8  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 9 2 6 2  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  D1A 
0 4 - L 9 4 7 0  T h e f t  D  1A 
0 4 - L 9 7 0 8  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 9 7 7 6  A q e n c y  A s s i s t  D1A 
L P D l  0 0 : 2 5 : 4 5  0 5 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 5 : 4 6  0 5 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 5 : 5 0  0 5 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 4  TNA 
L P D l  0 0 :  3 7 : 1 0  0 5 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 2 : 1 7  0 5 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 2 : 5 8  0 5 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 5 6 : 4 0  0 5 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 9 : 4 0  0 5 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 6 : 2 2  0 5 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 0 : 3 8  0 5 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 8 : 1 6  0 5 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 4 : 3 0  0 5 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 1 : 3 9  0 5 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 4 : 5 5 : 2 9  0 5 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 8 : 5 0  0 5 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2  : 1 5 : 2 7  0 5 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 5 0 : 2 6  0 5 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 5 : 4 0  0 6 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 8 : 4 4  0 6 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 3 : 4 1  0 6 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 4  ACT 
L P D l  0 3 : 0 1 : 4 9  0 6 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 0 2 0 4  c i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 0 2 5 9  T h e f t  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 0 6 5 0  B a t t e r v  D1A 
04-L106~$F@kv@~tt;DYF&2~N L P D l  0 3 : 5 0 : 4 7  0 6 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
0 4 - L 1 0 7 0 8  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  DlA 
0 4 - L 1 0 7 1 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 0 7 7 6  L o s t  P r o p e r t y  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 0 3 4  Misrepre o f  A g e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 0 3 5  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 0 3 9  Non  I n j u r y  COL D1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 0 4 3  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 4 - L L 1 0 4 7  B a t t e r y  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 1 2 4  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 5 9 0  T r e s p a s s i n g  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 5 9 4  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 6 6 3  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 1 6 9 0  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
04-Ll .2069 U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 2 1 4 3  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 2 6 7 6  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 2 6 8 4  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 2 7 4 5  N o i s e  D i s t u r b  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 2 7 4 8  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 2 7 5 0  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 2 2 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 2 2 9  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 6 1 1  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 6 1 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 6 1 9  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 6 2 3  V a n d a l i s m  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 6 9 4  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 7 0 2  T h e f t  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 3 7 1 7  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 4 - ~ 1 3 7 3 4  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D ~ A  
0 4 - L 1 3 9 4 8  B a r  C h e c k  D1A 
0 4 - ~ 1 4 0 5 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D ~ A  
0 4 - L 1 4 1 7 7  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 4 1 7 9  F o u n d  P r o p e r t y  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 4 5 4 6  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 4 6 5 6  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 4 6 5 7  S u s p i c i o u s  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 4 6 5 9  S u s p i c i o u s  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 4 7 4 4  T h e f t  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 5 0 7 0  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 5 1 2 9  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 5 4 8 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D ~ A  
0 4 - L 1 5 5 5 8  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 5 6 2 5  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 5 8 4 9  A l a r m  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 0 2 5  A l a r m  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 0 7 0  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 0 9 4  M i s r e p r e  o f  A q e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 0 9 8  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 0 9 9  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 1 0 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 1 0 6  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 1 0 8  M i s r e p r e  o f  A g e  D ~ A  
0 4 - L 1 6 1 8 7  B a r  C h e c k  D  1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 5 6 6  l M f d i c a l  D1A 
0 4 - L 1 6 6 3 6  I n t o x i c a t i o n  D  l A  
P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
L P D l  0 2 : 2 8 : 4 1  0 6 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 0 2 : 0 2  0 6 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 2 : 1 0 : 4 0  0 6 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 5 6 : 2 3  0 6 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  CRA 
L P D l  2 1 : 0 4 : 4 7  0 6 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 0 8 : 5 7  0 6 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
LPDl 2 2 : 3 8 : 4 7  0 6 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 5 6 : 4 2  0 6 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 1 : 0 6  0 6 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
LED1 0 0 : 2 4 : 0 3  0 6 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 2 : 1 7  0 6 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 5 : 0 9  0 6 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  CAR 
L P D l  1 9 : 5 7 : 3 0  0 6 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 1 : 0 7  0 7 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 2 3 : 4 4  0 7 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
LED1 0 1 : 3 9 : 2 6  0 7 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 6 : 1 0 : 2 0  0 7 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 8 : 4 3  0 7 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
LED1 0 2 : 0 0 : 2 6  0 7 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  CRA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 8 : 0 4  0 7 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 9 : 1 1  0 7 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 6 : 4 3  0 7 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 9 : 1 8  0 7 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 3 : 4 3  0 7 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 2 : 3 2  0 7 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 3 : 0 9 : 1 4  0 7 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 0 9 : 2 3  0 7 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 4  EAD 
L P D l  13:  0 8 : 3 8  0 7 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 4  I N A  
L P D l  1 9 : 5 8 : 4 9  0 7 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 4 : 1 1  0 7 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 1 : 0 7 : 4 7  0 7 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 8 : 1 5  0 7 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 6 : 0 8  0 8 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 6 : 0 7 : 2 1  0 8 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 1 : 4 3  0 8 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 7 : 4 9  0 8 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 5 3 : 3 4  0 8 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 3 : 1 2 : 4 7  0 8 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  1 5 : 4 6 : 0 4  0 8 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 4 : 0 9  0 8 / 1 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 5 : 4 7  0 8 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 1 5 : 4 8  0 8 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 3 : 5 3  0 8 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 8 : 1 8  0 8 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 0 7 : 1 5  0 8 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 0 : 2 3 : 5 4  0 8 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 0 : 3 9 : 2 2  0 8 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 5 2 : 4 3  0 8 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
LED1 0 0 : 0 5 : 0 9  0 8 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
LED1 0 0 : 1 2 : 4 7  0 8 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
LED1 0 0 : 2 2 : 2 0  0 8 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 3 : 0 7  0 8 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 6 : 1 1  0 8 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 2 : 4 1  0 8 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 0 : 1 0  0 9 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 2 : 2 0  0 9 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 4  TNA 
J 
L P D l  1 0 :  1 4 :  0 1  0 9 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
04-L1694 9 Var,dalism DlA 
04-L17113 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L17175 Citizen Dispute D1A 
04-L17180 Bar Check D1A 
04-L17499 Non Injury COL D1A 
04-L17569 Unwanted Person DIA 
04-L18043 Misrepre of Age DZA 
04-L18053 Misrepre of Age D1A 
04-L18064 Theft D1A 
04-L18120 Harassment D1A 
04-L18122 Lost Property D1A 
04-L18587 Misrepre of Age D1A 
04-L18593 Battery D1A 
04-L18659 Misrepre of Age D1A 
04-L18662 Wanted Person D1A 
04-L19083 Citizen Assist D1A 
04-L19085 Citizen Dispute D1A 
04-L19091 Bar Check D1A 
04-L19136 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L19138 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L19475 Theft D1A 
04-L19526 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L19610 Juvenile Prob D1A 
04-L19877 Found Property D1A 
04-~20026 citizen Dispute D ~ A  
04-L20402 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L20413 Alarm D1A 
04-L20446 Bar Check D1A 
04-L20458 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L204 62 Suspicious D1A 
04-~20837 citizen Assist D ~ A  
04-L20840 Citizen Dispute D1A 
04-L20841 Citizen Dispute D1A 
04-L20844 DUI D1A 
04-L20847 lMedical D1A 
04-L20899 Bar Check D 1A 
04-L21250 Alcohol Offense D1A 
04-L21301 Misrepre of Age D1A 
04-L21310 Misrepre of Age D1A 
04-L21314 Battery D1A 
04-L21315 Public Nuisance D1A 
04-L21317 Citizen Dispute D1A 
04-L21697 Citizen Dispute D1A 
04-L21754 Bar Check D 1A 
04-L21760 Assault D1A 
04-L21936 Wanted Person D1A 
04-L22020 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L22084 Vandalism D1A 
04-L22157 Citizen Assist D1A 
04-L22160 Battery D1A 
04-L22163 Citizen Dispute D1A 
04-L22392 Unwanted Person D1A 
04-L22398 Intoxication D 1A 
04-L22533 Wanted Person D1A 
04-L22587 Citizen Assist D1A 
04-L22591 Vandalism DiA 
04 -L2 9m~m~ee? m~~~~~~ 
jerce County Sheriff 
LPDl 00:40:32 09/09/2004 INA 
LPDl 02:10:49 09/11/2004 INA 
LPDl 01:43:20 09/12/2004 INA 
LPDl 02:37: 47 09/12/2004 INA 
LPDL 17:14:49 09/16/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:13:38 09/18/2004 CLO 
LPDl 22:08:51 09/24/2004 INA 
LPDl 23:53:43 09/24/2004 CAA 
LPDI 01:51:52 09/25/2004 INA 
LPDl 21:30:38 09/25/2004 INA 
LPnl 22:02:02 09/25/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:27:04 10/02/2004 INA 
LPDl 01:42:24 10/02/2004 INA 
LPDl 23:45:47 10/02/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:14:35 10/03/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:19:46 10/09/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:38 :55 10/09/2004 INA 
LPDl 02:29:51 10/09/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:15:26 10/10/2004 CAA 
LPDl 01:24:59 10/10/2004 INA 
LPDl 09:47:09 10/15/2004 INA 
LPDl 21:37:44 10/15/2004 INA 
LPDl 02:27:21 10/17/2004 INA 
LPDl 16:57:46 10/21/2004 INA 
LPDI 02:33:28 10/24/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:33:10 10/30/2004 INA 
LPDI 04:20:42 10/30/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:31:36 10/31/2004 INA 
LPDl 01:24:28 10/31/2004 INA 
LPDl 02:46:03 10/31/2004 INA 
LPDl 23:52:35 11/05/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:33:07 11/06/2004 INA 
LPDl 00:47:23 11/06/2004 INA 
LPDl 01:08:44 11/06/2004 CAA 
LPDl 01:29:30 11/06/2004 INA 
LPDl 23:54:30 11/06/2004 INA 
LPDl 01:00:00 11/13/2004 CAA 
L P D ~  23: 16: 02 11/13/2004 UNF 
LPDl 00:32:28 11/14/2004 INA 
LPDl 01:36:41 11/14/2004 CAA 
LPDl 02:00:06 11/14/2004 INA 
LPDl 02:13:27 11/14/2004 INA 
LPDl 02:14:54 11/20/2004 INA 
LPDl 22:32:35 11/20/2004 INA 

























Page : 15 
P a r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  2 2 8  
P a g e  : 1 6  
0 4 - L 2 2 3 5 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  DIA 
0 4 - L 2 2 9 5 9  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  DlA 
0 4 - L 2 2 9 6 2  C i t l z e n  D i s p u t e  VIA 
0 4 - L 2 2 9 6 4  S u s p i c '  LOUS DIA 
0 4 - L 2 2 9 8 8  T h e f t  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 2 9 9 4  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 0 2 0  DUI V 1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 4 4 4  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 4 4 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 5 0 0  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 5 0 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 5 0 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 5 0 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 4 - L 2 3 8 5 7  DUI D1A 
0 4 - 2 2 4 1 1 6  B a t t e r y  D1A 
04-1324251 DUI V 1A 
0 5 - L 3 9  T h e f t  D1A 
0 5 - L 1 1 8  B a t t e r y  DlA 
0 5 - L 2 7 9  S u s p i c i o u s  D  1A 
0 5 - L 2 8 0  B a t t e r y  D  1A 
0 5 - L 4 4 6  lMedical D1A 
0 5 - L 4 4 7  V a n d a l i s m  D  1A 
0 5 - L 6 7 5  Non I n j u r y  COL D1A 
0 5 - L 8 1 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  D1A 
0 5 - L 9 1 9  V a n d a l i s m  D  1A 
0 5 - L 1 2 3 3  T r e s p a s s i n g  D1A 
0 5 - L 1 5 4 7  I n j  C o l l i s i o n  
0 5 - L 1 5 9 4  Non I n j u r y  COL 
0 5 - L 2 2 0 9  A l c o h o l  O f f e n s e  
0 5 - L 2 3 4 6  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 2 3 4 8  Non I n j u r y  COL 
0 5 - L 2 4 0 9  B a t t e r y  
0 5 - L 2 4 1 2  T h e f t  
0 5 - L 2 6 4 7  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 2 8 4 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 3 2 4 3  P a r k i n g  P r o b l e m  
0 5 - L 3 2 4 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 3 2 5 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 3 4 8 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 3 6 1 5  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 4 1 4 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 4 1 4 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 4 1 4 5  DWP 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
L P D l  0 0 : 4 2 : 5 2  1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 2 3 : 1 3  1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 1 : 2 4  1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 4 : 0 1 : 2 7  1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 4 : 4 6 : 4 1  1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 8 : 2 4 : 2 8  1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 4  EAD 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 9 : 2 7  1 2 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 8 : 1 0  1 2 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 1 : 1 8  1 2 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 4  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 3 1 : 2 3  1 2 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 7 : 0 7  1 2 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 2 : 3 9  1 2 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 4 : 0 6  1 2 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 2 : 0 4  1 2 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 4  ?NA 
L P D l  01:OO:  0 5  1 2 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 2 9 : 4 6  1 2 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 4  INA 
L P D l  1 7 : 2 2 : 1 3  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  1 3 : 0 9 : 5 2  0 1 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl 0 1 : 5 4 : 0 6  0 1 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 5  TNA 
L P D ~  0 1 : 5 5 : 4 6  0 1 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 5 5 : 4 5  0 1 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 3 : 1 8 : 0 6  0 1 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 5 : 2 1  0 1 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 4 1 : 2 4  0 1 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPV1 2 2 : 0 4 : 5 1  0 1 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 0 4 : 2 9  0 1 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 7 : 3 1  0 1 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 5  CAP 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 9 : 1 6  0 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 0 8 : 5 6  0 2 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 5 9 : 4 8  0 2 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 9 : 0 3  0 2 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 2 : 0 9  0 2 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  EAD 
L P D l  0 2 : 3 5 : 5 6  0 2 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 7 : 5 9  0 2 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 5 : 2 7  0 2 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 0 :  0 5 : 1 2  0 2 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 3 : 2 8  0 2 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 5  EAD 
L P D l  0 1 : 5 3 : 0 2  0 2 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 7 : 1 6  0 3 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
L P D l  0 1 : 3 7 : 3 8  0 3 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 7  : 0 5  0 3 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 0 0 : 0 5  0 3 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 2 : 2 7 : 3 4  0 3 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY FELTON 
LkW INCIDENT TABLE : 
Nez P e r c e  C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  
I n c i d e n t  I n c i d e n t  n a t u r e  A r e a  --------- ----------d-.-- ----- 
05-L4342  B a r  C h e c k  
05-L4392  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
05-L4522  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 4 8 1 3  Non I n j u r y  COL 
05-L4895  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  
05-L4902  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L4967  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L5212  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 5 3 2 0  B a r  C h e c k  
05-L5333  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 5 3 8 3  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
05-L5385  I n t o x i c a t i o n  
05-L5730  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L5735  A s s a u l t  
05-L5738  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 5 7 4 1  T h e f t  
0 5 - L 5 8 1 1  T h e f t  
05-L6160  F r a u d  
05-L6168  T h e f t  
05-L6337  F r a u d  
0 5 - L 6 5 3 3  D o m e s t i c  
0 5 - L 6 6 1 9  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  
0 5 - L 6 6 2 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 7 0 4 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L7095  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 7 3 2 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L7478  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 7 4 8 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L7545  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 7 7 7 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L7980  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L8408  I n t o x i c a t i o n  
0 5 - L 9 0 5 1  Misrepre o f  Age  
0 5 - L 9 3 0 1  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 9 3 6 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
05-L9609  T h e f t  
05-L9727  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  
0 5 - L 1 0 2 0 3  S u s p i c i o u s  
0 5 - L 1 0 2 3 3  I n t o x i c a t i o n  
0 5 - L l 0 2 4 3  B a r  C h e c k  
0 5 - L l 0 7 1 2  T h e f t  
0 5 - L l 1 2 0 6  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L l 1 2 7 9  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L l 1 8 1 5  Misrepre o f  Aqe  
A g e n  When r e p o r t e d  D i s  ---- ------------------- --- 
LPDZ 23:40:.58 0 3 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  2 2 : 0 8 : 2 3  0 3 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 2 : 1 2 : 2 8  0 3 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl 2 1 : 5 5 : 0 7  0 3 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl 2 3 : 2 4 : 3 3  0 3 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 5  CLO 
LPDl 0 2 : 1 6 : 2 7  0 3 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 5  CLO 
LPDl  0 2 : 2 1 : 4 5  0 3 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 0 : 4 1 : 3 6  0 3 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 5  GAA 
LPDl  2 2 : 5 9 : 4 6  0 4 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 2 : 1 4 : 5 8  0 4 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl 0 1 : 1 5 : 1 3  0 4 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 3 : 3 8 : 3 4  0 4 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl 0 0 : 0 3 : 3 1  0 4 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl 0 1 : 1 9 : 1 7  0 4 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
LPDl 0 2 :  0 8 :  2 0  0 4 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 2 : 3 2 : 0 4  0 4 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 2 : 2 5 : 5 7  0 4 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl 1 1 : 0 3 : 4 3  0 4 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 5  CAP 
LPDl  1 4 : 0 2 : 2 1  0 4 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 5  UNF 
LPDl 1 4 : 2 4 : 0 3  0 4 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 5  CAP 
LPDl 0 1 : 3 7 : 4 1  0 4 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 0 : 3 9 : 4 5  0 4 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  0 2 : 3 1 : 1 3  0 4 / 2 3 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 0 0 : 3 0 : 5 9  0 4 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 0 2 : 1 3 : 2 1  0 5 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl  0 1 : 3 6 : 4 1  0 5 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl  0 1 : 4 8 : 2 6  0 5 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl  0 2 : 1 7 : 3 4  0 5 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 0 2 : 1 0 : 1 2  0 5 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl  0 2 : 3 3 : 0 5  0 5 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 5  
L P D ~  0 1 : 5 4  : 5 1  0 5 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 1 7 : 2 3 : 0 1  0 5 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl  1 6 : 3 9 : 2 7  0 5 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl  0 3 : 0 1 : 2 5  0 6 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 0 0 : 5 0 : 0 5  0 6 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 22 : 1 9 : 5 7  0 6 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 2 1 : 4 9 : 0 9  0 6 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 1 4 : 0 8 : 4 8  0 6 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 1 9 : 4 3 : 5 8  0 6 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 0 2 : 2 1 : 1 1  0 6 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 0 1 : 1 0 : 3 6  0 7 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 5  
LPDl 0 0 : 2 1 :  2 0  0 7 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 5  























05-L12298  ~ l a r m -  LPDl 1 0 : 2 6 : 3 1  0 7 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
05-L12587  A l a r m  
0 5 - L 1 2 9 6 9  Non T n i u r v  COL 
LPDl 0 8 : 4 7 : 4 9  0 7 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
LPDl  1 5 : 3 9 : 1 4  0 7 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA - - - - -  ~ - - 
2 2 
05-L12997  I n t o x i c a t i o n  L P D ~  0 1 : 4 9 : 3 8  0 7 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
05-L13673  l M e d i c a l  LPDl  2 3 : 0 7 : 0 2  0 8 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
05-L13998  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  LPDl 1 8 : 5 1 : 1 5  0 8 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 5 - ~ 1 4 0 9 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  L P D ~  0 0 : 1 2 : 2 7  0 8 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
05-L14530  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  LPDl  2 3 : 0 8 : 3 0  0 8 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 5 - L 1 4 ~ I Q & ~ ~ @ F ~ ~ E L T O N  LPDl 2 3 : 5 1 :  48 0 8 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
2 2 8  
P a g e  : 1 
N e z  I ?erce C o u n t y  S h e r i f f  228  
P a g e  : 2  
LED1 
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
L P D l  
0 8 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 8 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 8 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 5  INR 
0 8 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 8 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 8 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 5 - L 1 4 5 3 6  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 1 4 5 3 9  M i s r e p r e  of A g e  
0 5 - L 1 4 5 4 7  C i t i z e n  Dispute  
0 5 - ~ 1 5 0 8 8  A l c o h o l  Offense 
0 5 - L 1 5 1 7 7  P u b l i c  N u i s a n c e  HOT 
0 5 - L 1 5 1 9 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 1 5 3 7 3  H a r a s s m e n t  
0 5 - L I 5 5 6 1  S u s p i c i o u s  
0 5 - L 1 5 6 6 8  N a r c o t i c  A c t i v i  
0 5 - L 1 5 7 2 1  P o u n d  P r o p e r t y  
0 5 - L 1 5 9 8 4  T r a f f i c  O f f e n s e  
0 5 - L 1 6 0 7 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 1 6 5 4 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - ~ 1 7 0 7 9  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  
0 5 - L 1 7 5 2 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 1 7 8 2 0  A g e n c y  A s s i s t  
0 5 - L 1 8 3 5 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 1 8 6 9 5  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 8 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 9 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 9 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 5  UNF 
0 9 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 9 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 9 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 2 : 1 1 : 3 6  0 9 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
2 2 : 0 2 : 5 1  0 9 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 2 : 2 9 : 3 5  1 0 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
2 2 : 2 5 : 5 3  1 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 0 : 3 9 : 4 9  1 0 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  1 8 : 3 2 : 1 0  1 0 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  2 3 : 4 8 : 3 2  1 0 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  2 1 : 4 0 : 3 1  1 1 / 0 4 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
0 5 - L 1 9 1 9 4  B a t t e r y  
05-1 ,19598 E r r a t i c  D r i v e r  
0 5 - L 1 9 6 5 4  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 2 0 0 4 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 2 0 0 4 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 2 0 5 5 2  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 2 0 8 3 2  H a r a s s m e n t  
0 5 - L 2 0 8 3 9  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 2 0 8 4 3  W a n t e d  P e r s o n  D1A 
0 5 - L 2 0 8 4 4  B a t t e r y  D1A 
0 5 - ~ 2 1 2 1 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 2 1 4 9 9  Non  I n j u r y  COL 
0 5 - L 2 1 5 8 8  V e h i c l e  T h e f t  
0 5 - L 2 1 6 2 8  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 2 1 6 5 6  V e h i c l e  T h e f t  
0 5 - L 2 1 9 5 9  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  
0 5 - L 2 2 0 0 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 2 2 0 0 6  B a t t e r y  
0 5 - L 2 2 0 7 4  T h e f t  
0 5 - L 2 2 2 2 5  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 2 2 2 8 3  Misrepre o f  A g e  
0 5 - L 2 2 2 8 4  T r a f f i c  O f f e n s e  
0 5 - L 2 2 6 2 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 5 - L 2 2 6 8 2  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 5 - L 2 2 7 5 0  Non I n j u r y  COL 
0 5 - L 2 2 7 5 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 6 - L 1 3  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 6 - L 1 7  C i t i z e n  A s s i s t  
0 6 - L 2 6 4  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 6 - L 6 4 6  B a r  C h e c k  
0 6 - L 8 0 7  A g e n c y  A s s i s t  
0 6 - L 1 1 4 7  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 6 - L 1 2 1 0  U n w a n t e d  P e r s o n  
0 6 - L 1 4 9 0  T h e f t  
0 6 - L 1 5 7 9  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 6 - L 1 8 7 5  B a r  C h e c k  
0 6 - L 2 0 8 0  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 6 - L 2 0 8 1  C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
0 ~ - L 2 ~ l ~ ~ W ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
L P D l  2 3 : 5 2 : 4 7  1 1 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 5 : 1 0  1 1 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 4 6 : 4 5  
L P D l  0 1 : 0 0 : 5 8  
L P D l  2 2 : 5 5 : 4 5  
1 1 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 1 / 2 0 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 1 / 2 5 / 2 0 0 5  TNA -- ~ 
L P D l  0 0 : 2 9 : 0 8  
L P D l  0 1 : 0 4 : 3 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 1 1 : 4 0  
1 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
1 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 0 8 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 1 0 / 2 0 0 5  UNF 
1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 1 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 2 : 1 4 : 3 0  
L P D l  1 3 : 0 7 : 3 6  
L P D l  0 2 : 3 5 : 5 7  
L P D l  0 1 : 1 8 : 5 2  
L P D l  1 6 : 4 5 : 3 5  
L P D l  0 1 : 4 8 : 1 5  
L P D l  0 1 : 0 1 : 5 8  
L P D l  0 1 : 3 8 : 5 9  
L P D l  1 4 : 2 6 : 4 5  
L P D l  0 0 : 0 4 : 3 3  
L P D l  2 1 : 0 6 : 3 9  
1 2 / 1 7 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 5  UNF 
1 2 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
L P D l  2 1 : 1 8 : 4 9  1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
L P D l  0 2 : 2 2 : 4 0  1 2 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  2 2 : 4 7 : 3 0  1 2 / 2 9 / 2 0 0 5  TNA 
L P D ~  2 3 : 0 9 : 4 8  1 2 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 5  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 1 4 : 0 8  1 2 / 3 1 / 2 0 0 5  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 1 9 : 0 4  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
L P D l  0 1 : 5 4 : 5 4  0 1 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 6  CAA 
L P D l  0 0 : 4 3 : 2 3  0 1 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 6  TNA 
L P D ~  0 1 : 1 4 : 2 9  
L P D l  0 1 : 2 7 : 4 2  
L P D l  0 1 : 5 4 : 2 6  
L P D l  0 1 : 5 1 : 2 8  
L P D l  1 2 : 0 6 : 4 7  
L P D l  0 2 :  0 6 :  1 5  
L P D l  0 1 : 0 1 : 4 6  
L P D l  2 3 : 3 4 : 5 3  
L P D l  0 0 : 5 8 : 4 6  
L P D l  0 1 : 5 0 : 1 4  
0 1 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
0 1 / 1 5 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
0 1 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
0 1 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
0 1 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 6  UNF 
0 1 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
0 2 / 0 2 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
0 2 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 6  CAA 
0 2 / 0 6 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
0 2 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 6  INA 
05-L2646 Unwanted P e r s o n  
06-L2753 B a t t e r y  
06-L3462 C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
06-L3578 Unwanted P e r s o n  
06-L3843 Unwanted P e r s o n  
06-~3844 C i t i z e n  D i s p u t e  
06-L3932 Vandal i s m  
- - - -  - - s = = = - - - - - - - -  - - -    - - 
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LPDl 20:44:44 02/15/2006 TNA 85239 
LPDl 21:02:49 02/17/2006 I N A  85239 
LPDl 02:06:43 03/02/2006 I N A  29616 
LPDl 23:16:01 03/03/2006 CAR 46304 
LPDl 00:54:46 03/09/2006 JNA 98959 
LPDl 01:04:54 03/09/2006 JNA 37 
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CHARLES M. STROSCNEIN 
CLARK and FEENEY 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
P. 0. D~awer 285 
Lewiston, Idaho 83501 
Telephone: (208)743-95 16 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO. IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NFiZ PERCE 
JOSHUA C. JONES, and LAURA ) 
D. JONES, husband and wife, ) Case No. CV 06-00768 
) 
Plaintiffs, ) AFFIDAVIT OF 1,AURA JONES 
vs. 
JAY R. STARNES and JULIE A. 
STARNES, husband and wife; TTJ's Inc., ) 
an Idaho corporatioll dba ROOMER'S; ) 
and JOHN and JANE DOES 1 though 50, ) 
) 
Defendants. 
STATE OF IDAHO 
)ss. 
County of Nez Perce 
LAURA JONES, being first duly sworn up011 her oath deposes and says: 
Your affiant is one of the Plaintiffs in the above matter 
On Saturday, December 17,2005, my husband and I went with Sprie Jones and 
George "Rear" Tucker to Rojacks for dinner. We all left Rojacks around 10:OO p.m., 
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13 3 
walked to Roomtown, and stayed there for approximately one more hour. As we were 
leaving, two friends who had been at Boomtown, Paul Oabnan and Louie Scharnhorst, 
asked for a ride home up to the Orchards, so uie all got illto Josh's pickup and 1 drove Paul 
home. Louie then asked if we could take him to Boomers to look for a friend. I drove 
Louie to Roomers and parked right in front of Roomers' front door, tires touching the 
sidewalk. Boomers does not have private parking, only the street parking and the 
surroundingbusiness parking such as Skclton's. Louie got out and went in to look for his 
friend. Louie said he would be about five minutes 
Five minutes came and went and Louis did not come out. Rear walked to the eont  
door to see if he could see Louie in the crowd. Rear got back into the pickup to wait for 
Louie. I called Louie on his cell phone to see if he was coming out or if we should leave 
Shortly after mnidnight, in the middle of our conversation, the doors to Roomers flew open 
aiid I saw a Roomers' bouncer dragging someone out the front door by the back of the 
person's neck. The bouncer's shirt identified him as a bouncer as it was black or orange 
and said "Staff' or "Roomers." The bouncer then threw the guy from the eont  steps out 
onto the sidewalk, which he then bounced up and hit our truck. The bounccr then turned 
around and went back inside Roomers while a crowd of 15 to 20 people spilled out of 
Roomers out onto the sidewalk and around our truck. Prior to this there was no one 
outside. As far as I am aware, all the people involved came from inside Roomers. Peopl 
were getting punched and falling into our truck and being pushed into the side of our 
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behind our truck so 1 could not pull out. At this polnt. no cops o~ bouncers could be 
found. 
Iosh and Bear got out of the truck and started motioning backwards with their 
hands asking e~erybody to hack away from the truck: we just wanted to pull out and get 
out of there. I mas sitting in the driver's side and Sprie stepped out to make sure 
et,erything was okay. A man of either Indian or Mexican decent , wearing a puf@ coat, 
started getting in Sprie's face, and Iosh and Bear told him to back off. I then got out of 
the pickup. The man moved backwards as if he was going to back off, then started 
moving forward with his hands up saying, "I'm sony man." He then punched Iosh in the 
head and Iosh fell to the ground. Iosh tried to get up, but was very disoriented from the 
punch The man then approached Iosh again and kicked him in the stomach and then 
punched him on the left side of his jaw. Iosh fell over and hitting his head on the ground 
1 looked over to see where Sprie and Bear were, and saw Bear on the ground with Sprie 
laying over him. There were at least five people surrounding Sprie and Bear. 
Iosh did not open his eyes for 5- 10 seconds. Iosh then tried to get up, but was not 
able to by himself. While I was helping Iosh up, the same man approached Iosh like he 
was going to attack Iosh again, so 1 screamed at him to leave us alone. The man then 
walked away. Again, no police or bouncers were around to help. 
I helped Iosh into the pickup, while Sprie and Bear got into the pickup. Iosh's jaw 
was swollen and he was in terrible pain, so I drove him to St. Ioseph Regional Medical 
Center. I called the I..ewiston Police department and let them know we were at 
St. Joseph's. We waited for 45 minutes without any treatment given to Iosh, and the 
police never showed up. Since Iosh was in so much pain, 1 called 'fri-State Memorial 
I-lospital to see if Iosh could be seen, and they told me they were not bus) at the moment 
and to bring Josh over 
When we arrived at Tri-State. Josh was immediately seen and it was determined 
that he had a broken jaw which needed surgery. The police never came to 'l'ri-State, but 
said to come into the police station Sunday afternoon \vhieh I did and gave my statement 
to the police. Iosh was not able to come in as he was in surgery, 
4 i > 
1.AURA IONES u 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWO 
Idaho. Residing at 1,ewiston therein. 
My commission expires: 9 - 1  1 - 1 ~  
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the &-day of August 2009. 1 caused to be served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing document by the method lnd~cated below, and addressed 
to the following: 
Michael G. Brady 
Law Offices of Brady Law Chartered Kl Hand Delivered 
St. Mary's Crossing El Overnight Mail 
2537 West State Street, Suite 200 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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CHARLES M. STROSCHEIN 
CL-RE; and FEEhEY 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
The Train Station, Suite 201 
13th and Main Streets 
P. 0. Drawer 285 
Lewiston, Idaho 83501 
Telephone: (208) 743-95 16 
FI LED 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECONI) JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, Ih' AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NEZ PERCE 
IOSHUA C. IONES, and LAURA ) 
D. JONES, husband and wife, ) NO. CV 06-00768 
) 
Plaintiffs, ) BRIEF LN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR 
) SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
VS. ) 
) 
JAY B. S'TmES and JULIE A. ) 
STAXNES, husband and wife; TTJ's ) 
Inc.,an Idaho corporation dba ) 
BO0MER'S;and IOHN and IANE ) 
DOES 1 through 50. ) 
Defendants. 
COME NOW the Plaintiffs, by and through their attorney of record, Charles M. Stroschein 
of the law firm of Clark and Feeney, and provides this Brief in Opposition to Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
Standard of Review 
In Boots v. Winters, 145 Idaho 389, 179 P.3d 352 (Ct.App. 2008) the court stated: 
We first note that summaryjudgment under I.R.C.P. 56(c) is proper only when there 
is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as 
a matter of law. On appeal, we exercise free review in determining whether a genuine 
issue of material fact exists and whether the moving party is entitled to judgment as 
a matter of law. Edwards v. Conchen~co. Inc., 11 1 Idaho 851, 852, 727 P.2d 1279, 
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1280 (Ct.App.1986). When assessing a motion for summary judgment, all 
controverted facts are to be liberally construed in favor of the nonmoving party. 
Fwthennore, the trial court must draw all reasonable inferences in favor ofthe party 
resisting the motion. G & M Farms v. Funk lrriuation Co., 1 19 Idaho 51 4. 5 17,808 
P.2d 851, 854 (1991); Sanders v. Kuna.loint School Dist., 125 Idaho 872,874,876 
P.2d 154, 156 (Ct.App.1994). 
The party moving for summaryjudgment initially carries the burden to establish that 
there is no genuine issue of material fact and that he or she is entitled to judgment as 
a matter of law. Eliopulos v. Knox , 123 Idaho 400,404,848 P.2d 984,988 
(Ct.App. 1992). 
at p. 392. See also Johnson v. McPbee, 210 P.3d 563 (Ct.App.2009). 
If reasonable persons could reach different findings or draw conflicting inferences from the 
evidence, the motion must be denied. Wade Baker & Sons Farms v. Cora. of the Presidine Bishop 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints, 136 Idaho 922,42 P.3d 715 (2002). 
STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 
On or about December 18, 2005, Plaintiffs had been out with friends and family and had 
dropped a friend off at Boomers located at 301 Second Street, Lewiston, Nez Perce County, Idaho. 
Plaintiffs parked their pickup directly in front of Boomers' front door to wait for their friend. As 
Plaintiffs waited for their friend, the Boomers door flew open and at least two Boomers' employees 
wearing either orange, black or red shirts physically threw an individual out and onto the sidewalk 
in front of Boomers. See AfJidavits ofLaura Jones, Josh Jones, Splie Tuckel; and George "Bear" 
Tucker. The individual who had been thrown out by the Boomers' employees hit the sidewalk and 
bounced up and hit the Plaintiffs' pickup parked in front of the entrance. See Affidavits ofLaura 
Jones, Josh Jones, Sprie Tucker, and George "Bear " Tucker. The Boomers' employees then turned 
around and went back inside. See Affidavit ofLaura Jones. A crowd of violent and hostile 
individuals immediately came pouring out of Boomers onto the sidewalk, surrounding Plaintiffs' 
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p~ckup and began fight~ng. Sce ,4$daslts ofLauru Jones, Josh Jones, Sprle Tucker, and George 
"Bear" Tucker. losh Jones got out ofthc pickup to check on the individual who had been physically 
tkrown out the door to see if he was okay and to try and clear a path so Laura lones could pull out 
of the parking area. See Afidavrts of Laura .Jones, Josh Jones, Sprie Tucker, and George "Bear" 
Tucker. 
In all the chaos, a male individual of either Mexican or Indian decent, wearing a big, black 
puffy coat started towards losh lones, George Tucker, and Sprie 'Tucker. See Affidavlfs ofLaura 
Jones and Sprie Tiicker. The individual got into Sprie Tucker's face. See Affidavits ofl,auru Jones, 
Josh Jones, and Sprie Tucker. losh Jones put his hand in between the individual and Sprie to 
distance him fro~n his sister. See Afidavit of Josh Jones and Sprie Tucker. This same individual 
struck Josh lones in the face knocking him down to the ground and unconscious for several seconds. 
See Aiffidavits ofLaura Jones, Josh Jones, and Sprie Ticker. The individual then kicked Josh while 
he is on the ground. See Ajjdavit of Laura Jones. To Plaintiffs' knowledge, no Boomers' 
employees intervened to help in the chaos, nor were anypolice officers dispatched to the scene. See 
Afldavits of Laura Jones, Josh Jones, Sprie Tucker, and George "Bear" Tucker. 
The Defendants do not have designated parking. They use the street parking in front of the 
establishment, and the business uses the sidewalk for an entrance to part of its business operation. 
See Aflidavit of Cizarles M. Stroschein. 
Analvsis 
Premises Liability 
As stated in Boots v. Winters, supra: 
A cause of action for common-law negligence in Idaho has four elements: (1) a duty, 
recognized by law, requiring the defendant to conform to a certain standard of 
conduct; (2) a breach of that duty; (3)  a causal connection between the defendant's 
conduct and the resulting injury; and (4) actual loss or danlagc. Nation v. Stale, Deat. 
of Con., 144 Idaho 177, 189, 158 P.3d 953,965 (2007). 
The general rule ofpremises liability is that one having control of the premises may 
he liable for failure to keep the premises in repair. m, 134 Idaho at 71 3, 8 P.3d 
at 1256. The distinction between trespassers, licensees, and inviteesis the controlling 
test in determining the scope and extent of the duty of care owed by landowners to 
entrants. OIGuinv. Rinvham County, 139 Idaho 9, 14, 72 P.3d 849,854 (2003). See 
also HoIzheimer v. Johannesen, 125 Idaho 397, 399, 871 P.2d 814, 81 6 (1 994). A 
landowner owes an invitee the duly to keep the premises in a reasonably safe 
condition or to warn ofhidden or concealed dangers. Id. at 400,871 P.2d at 81 7. A 
landowner is only required to share with a licensee knowledge of dangerous 
conditions or activities on the land. Id. 'The duty owed by a landowner to a trespasser 
is to refrain from wanton orwillful acts that occasion injury. m, 139 Idaho at 14, 
72 P.3d at 854. 
Our Supreme Court has suggested that premises liability is not the exclusive source 
of duties where a landowner is involved. Instead, circumstances may give rise to a 
general duty of care owed to thirdparties. S e e m ,  133 Idaho at 247-48,985 P.2d 
at 672-73. As a general princ~ple, every person, in the conduct of his or her business, 
has a duty to exercise ordinary care to prevent unreasonable, foreseeable risks of 
harm to others. Id. at 247,985 P.2d at 672; Sham' v. W.H. Moore Inc., 1 1  8 Idaho 
297,300,796 P.2d 506,509 (1990). 
In determining whether a duty will arise in a particular context, our Supreme Court 
has identified several factors to consider. m, 133 Idaho at 247,985 P.2d at 672. 
'The factors include the foreseeability ofharm to the plaintiff, the degree of certainty 
that the plaintiff suffered injury, the closeness of the connection between the 
defendant's conduct and the injury suffered, the moral blame attached to the 
defendant's conduct, the policy of preventing future harm, the extent of the burden 
to the defendant and consequences to the community of imposing a duty to exercise 
care with resulting liability for breach, and the availability, cost, and prevalence of 
insurance for the risk involved. Id.; &fe v. Long, 127 Idaho 841,846,908 P.2d 143, 
148 (1 995). Where the degree or result of harm is great, but preventing it is not 
difficult, a relatively low degree of foreseeahility is required. m, 133 Idaho at 
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'The Idaho Supreme Court has recognized that it is possible to create a duty where 
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248,985 P.2d at 673; w, 118 ldaho at 300-01, 796 P.2d at 509-10. Conversely, 
where the threatened injury is minor but the burden of preventing such injury is high, 
a higher degreeofforesceabilitymay be required. m, 133 Idaho at 248,985 P.2d 
at 673; S&, 1 I8 Idaho at 301,796 P.2d at 5 10. We engage in a balancing of the 
harm only in those rare situations when we are called upon to extend a duty beyond 
the scope previously imposed or when a duty has not previously been recognized. 
m, 133 ldaho at 248,985 P.2d at 673. 
The Court of Appeal in lohnson, supra,noted: 
Foreseeability is also a factor in the causation element of a negligence cause of 
action. An injured party may recover only for harm that was proxinlately caused by 
a breach ofthe duty of care. Hayes v. Union Pac. R.R. Co., 143 Idaho 204,208, 141 
P.3d 1073, 1077 (2006). Proximate cause consists of two components, actual cause 
and legal cause, also referred to as cause in fact and scope of legal responsibility. 
Cran~er v. Slater, 146 Idaho 868,204, P.3d 508 ( 2009); Hayes, 143 Idaho, 208, 141 
P.3d at 1077; Doe v. Sisters of the Holy Cross, 126 Idaho 1036, 1039-41,895 P.2d 
1229, 1232-34 (Ct.App. 1995). 'fie "legal responsibility" component focuses upon 
"whether itwas reasonably foreseeable that such harm would flow from the negligent 
conduct." m, 146 Idaho at ---, 204 P.3d at 515; Hayes, 143 Idaho at 208, 141 
P.3d at 1077; Sisters of the Holv Cross, 126 Idaho at 1040, 895 P.2d at 1233. 
Proximate causation cannot be established if "the injury and manner of occurrence 
are 'so highly unusual that ... a reasonable [person], making an inventory of the 
possibilities of hann which his conduct might produce, would not have reasonably 
expected the injury to occur.' " Cramer, 146 Idaho at 877,204 P.3d at 5 17 (quoting 
Sisters of the I-Eoly Cross, 126 Idaho at 1041, 895 P.2d at 1234). See also Aletria v. 
m, 101 Idaho 617, 619-20,619 P.2d 135, 137-38 (1980). 
lohnson at p. 575. 
A landowner may be liable under a theory of negligenceper se where the landowner 
violates a statutory duty. O'Guin v. Bineham County, 142 Idaho 49, 54, 122 P.3d 
308, 3 13 (2005). 
1. An establishment in Lewiston, Idaho Does Have a Duty to Keep the Sidewalks Abutting 
Its Property Clear of Danger. 
one previously did not exist. If o ~ l e  voluntarily undertakes to pcrfonn an act, having 
no prior duty to do so, the duty arises to perform the act in a non-negligent manner. 
Udv v. Custer County, 136 Idaho 386, 389, 34 P.3d 1069, 1072 (2001); Coehlan v. 
-, 133 Idabo 388,400,987 P.2d 300,312 (1999). See also 
&, 118 Idaho at 300,796 P.2d at 509. 
Lewistor! City Ordinance 431 -33 mandates that any land owner or occupier within the city 
shall keep the sidewalks free and clear of any obstructions or impedi~nents of whatsoever kind with 
the understanding that such owners/ occupiers will be liable to the city under $3 1-52 if they fail to 
keep or maintain the condition of the sidewalk 
§31-33 Sidewalks to be kept clear of snow, leaves, debris. 
The owner, occupant, lessor or agent of any property abutting upon any sidewalk 
shall keep the sidewalk in front of such abutting property free and clear from snow, 
wood, leaves, weeds, litter, debris, or other ubslruclrorzs or impediments of 
wizatsoever kind except as provided for in sections 6-87 through 6-91 and 3 1-74 and 
3 1-75 (emphasis added).' 
Restatement (Second) of Torts 5 364: 
A possessor of land is subject to liability to others outside of the land for physical harm 
caused by a structure or other artificial condition on the land if: (a)the possessor created the 
condition, or;( b)the condition was created by a 31dparty with the possessor's consent, or; (c)without 
the possessor's consent but reasonable care is not taken to make the condition safe after the 
possessor has or should have had knowledge. Rest.2d Torts $364. If the condition is created by a 
31d party, the possessor is held to be liable to the injured party irrespective of whether heishe had an 
' §§6-87 through 6-91 deal with regulations involving outdoor eating establishments 
while §§3 1-75 and 3 1-75 deal with temporary and permanent right-or-way encroachments such 
as special events or landscaping. 
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opportunity to remedy the sltuat~on and regardless of whether the dangerous artrfic~al cond~t~on IS 
a benefit to the possessor or not." 
%'hen a business patron tripped and fell due to a deformity in a private sidewalk, the Idaho 
Supreme Court in Harrison v. Taylor, 1 15 Idaho 588 (1 989) held that the comparative negligence 
statute(1.C. $6-801) disallowed an argument that contnbutory negligence should bar rc~overyunder 
the assertion of an "open and obvious danger" doctrine, Owners and occupiers are under a duty of 
ordinary care towards invilees who come upon their premises 
Under an argument stemming from Restatement (Second) of Torts 5364: a lessee of a 
business sued the lessor regarding construction on the sidewalk(s1ip and fall) in McKinlev v. 
Fanning, 100 Idaho 189 (1 979). 'The trial court entered a summary judgment for both defendants, 
but the Idaho Supreme Court reversed in regards to the lessodlandowner. The court reasoned that 
the lessor owed a duty to the lessee and general public not to jeopardize safe passage on the 
sidewalk. Id. At 191, Thy duty of care was breached by the lessor because he did not remedy the 
situation although he had beenmade aware. Id. The difference between the duty of care towards the 
plaintiff-lessee and a member' of the general public raised a contributory negligence question which 
must be resolved by a jury. Id. 
After a general demurrer at the trial court level, the Idaho Supreme Court in Solinter v. City 
o f N a m ~ a ,  70 Idaho 287 (1 950) reversed regarding claims that the City of Nampa and a Natural Gas 
Company negligently used and maintained a large underground butane gas tank which leaked into 
the basement of a building and caused an explosion. The court noted: 
'That in the exercise of proprietary as distinguished firom governmental powers, the 
'Rest. 2d Torts $364, see Comment on Clause (b): paragraphs h. - i 
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city is under the same obligations and liabilities and owes the same duty to everyone 
as does a private owner . . . 
Private owners are liable for damages inflicted upon persons in or near theirpremises 
by negligence of the owner in connection with his property, though the injury is 
inflicted outside and beyond the limits of his property. (cites omitted) 
Salinter at pp. 292-3. 
2. When Ejecting a Business Invitee, Special Duties Arise to Injured Third Parties 
Which Fulfill That Element of a NegligenceiPremises Liability Claim. 
Restatement Zd of Torts: 
$317 Duty of Master to Control the Conduct of Servant: 
This section ofthe Restatement deals with the duty of amaster to control the conduct of third 
parties, in this case, a servant acting outside the scope ofhis employment to prevent him from 
intentionally hanning others or from so conducting himself as to create an unreasonable risk of 
bodily harm to them, if: 
a. the servant 
1. Is upon the premises in possession of the master or upon which the servant 
is privileged to enter only as his servant, or 
2. Is using a chattel of the master, and 
b. the master 
1.  Knows or has reason to know that he has the ability to control his servant, 
and 
2. Knows or should know of the necessity and opportunity for exercising such 
control. 
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The ernployees of the Defendalts contributed to the altercation in this Jones case as is made clear 
by the affidavits of Mr. and Mrs. Jones, and Mr. and Mr. Tucker. Also note the actions of Mr. 
Starnes found in the Torrez v. Starnes noted below. 
In Morgan v. Perlowski, 508 N. W. 2d 724 (Iowa 1993), a social guest was injured while 
breaking up a fight at a residence during a parly. The injured guest brought a premises liability suit 
against the host and the Jowa trial court found the case more aptly fit under Rest.2d of Torts $318. 
If an actor pennits a third person to use the land or chattels in his possession otherwise than as his 
servant: he is, ifpresent, under a duty of care to exercise reasoilable care so to control the conduct 
of the third person as to prevent him from intentionally hanning others or from so conducting 
himself as to create an unreasonable risk of bodily hann to them: if the actor 
a. Knows or has reason to know that he has the ability to control the third person, and 
b. Know or should know of the necessity and opportunity for exercising such control. 
The trial rested on a jury issue that the host knew or should have known that he had the ability to 
control the person causing the injury and whether he knew of the necessity and the opportunity to 
exercise that control. Id. At 724-730. The court also noted that the injured parties knowledge of the 
risk or the obviousness ofthe danger would not excuse a duty to control, but might limit the liability. 
Id. 
The Idaho Court of Appeals in Keller v. Holidav Inns, Lnc., 105 Idaho 649 (1983) reversed 
a lower court summary judgment and said that there was a question of fact concerning the liability 
of amotel for injuries sustainedby gift shop employees whilemoving security gates. Id. The motel 
leased part of its property to a lessee who ran a gift shop, the court found that the motel was aware 
that the employees worked at the gift shop, that they moved the gates, and that the gates wereunsafe. 
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Id. The employees were held to be business invitees and the court outlined the distinction in Idaho 
between invitees and licensees. Id. at 652-3. The court also held that an "open and obvious" danger 
defense did not excuse tluty in Idaho since it had switched to a comparative negligence state, it could 
only be used to limit liability. Id. at 655. 
In Chomatopoulos v. Roma DeNotte Social Club, 5 15 A.2d 296 (N .J .  1985), the courl held 
that an operator of an illegal gambling establishment remained liable for injuries to apatron outside 
the estahlishmeiit, where the defendant operator had reason to foresee that quarrels may erupt at the 
tables but did nothing to intervene in the altercation \lihich spilled out into the street. Id 
Premises liability with regard to Defendants and Mr. Joiies does not depend on an individual 
"consuming" alcohol at Boomers or it being "furnished" by Defendants. The court can also look at 
the legislative intent that is set out in I.C. 523-808 itself 
The legislature finds that it is not the furnishing of alcoholic beverages that is the 
proximate cause of injuries inflicted by intoxicated persons ..." (Emphasis added.) 
In McGill v. Frasure. 117 Idaho 598,790 P.2d 379 (Ct.App. 1990), the court analsed the 
issue of a tavern keeper's duty to protect patrons from criminal acts and potential misconduct by 
third parties. The court determined that the tavern keeper did have a duty to protect patrons from 
criminal assaults orpotentialmisconduct by thirdparties. The court cited The Restatement (Second) 
of Torts 5 5  3 14(A), 344 (1 965). At p. 60 1. The circumstances involving McGill occurred in January 
1985. The McGill v. Frasure decision was issued in 1990, four years after the Dram Shop Act was 
enacted. 
In Zuegerv. Carlson, 542 NW.2d 92, WorthDakota 1996), theNorth Dakota Supreme Court 
specifically noted the legislature's intent to create a totally new form of liability, the wrongful sale 
recogmzed that: 
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'The liahility created by the Civil Damage Act has no relation to any colnmon law 
liahility or to any theory of tort. It was i l ~ e  intention of the legislature to create 
liahility in aclass ofcases where there was no liahility under the common law. (Cites 
omitted.) 
The court continued: 
Because the legislature continued to create a new, distinct cause of action unrelated 
to any recognize by the conlmon law, it is axiomatic that the legislature did not 
~ntend thereby to supercede any unrelated premises liability actions against bar 
owners. In similarly concluding dram shop statutes do not supercede the eomnlon 
law premises liability of bar owners, the Supreme Court of Michigan reasoned: 
The common law duty of a liquor establishment to maintain a safe 
place ofbusiness for its customers is the same duty any business owes 
to those it invites upon its premises. The dran~shop act was not 
intended to affect that duty. Their purpose was to fill a void in the 
law, not to remove the well recognizetl duty of the tavern keeper to 
exercise due care for the welfare and safety of invited patrons. (Cites 
omitted.) 
At pg 95. 
As the McGill v. Frasure case did, the North Dakota case also cites to the Restatement 
(Second) of Torts. The court stated: 
It is generally settled that a bar owner, although not an insurer of the safety of its 
patrons, has a common law duty independent of dram shop to exercise reasonable 
care to protect its patrons from reasonably foreseeable injury at the hands of other 
patrons. (Cites omitted.) That duty includes a duty to promptly come to a patron's 
aid when an assault takes place. (Cites omitted.) 
Liability of a bar owner for assaults upon its patrons is often premised upon Section 
344, Restatement (Second) of Torts. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has recognized premises liahility relating to innkeepers or tavern 
owners in Coghlan v. Beta Theta Pi Fraternity, 133 Idaho 388, 987 P.2d 300 (1999). The court 
... every person has the general duty to use due or ordinary care not to endanger 
others, and to avoid injury to others ... and to do his work, render services, or use his 
property as to avoitl such injury. H m e r  v. Hoffman, 95 Idaho 933, 935,523 P.2d 
536,538 (1994) ... 
The court then cites to the Restatement (Second) of Torts, Section 3 14A (1964), stating that 
an affirmative duty to act may arise only when a "special relationship" exists between the parties 
The court then goes on to give examples of types of special relationships coiitemplated by the 
Restatement (Second) of Torts, which give rise to a tluty to aid or protect, "2) an iunkeeper to his 
guests; 3) apossessor of land who holds his land open to the members of the public ..." At p. 401. 
In Holzheimer v. Sohannesen, 125 Idaho 397, 871 P.2d 814 (1994), the court stated: 
Idaho courts have maintained that the duty of owners and possessors of land is 
determined by the status of the person injured on the land (i.e., whether the person 
is a invitee, licensee, or trespasser). (Cites omitted.) An invitee is one who enters 
upon the premises of another for a purpose connected with the business conducted 
on the land or where it can reasonably be said that the visit may confer a business, 
commercial, monetary or other tangible benefit to the land owner. (Cites omitted.) 
At pp. 399-400. See also Heath v. Honkers' Mini-Mart Inc., 134 ldaho 71 1,X P.3d 1254 (Ct. App 
Please note that the Idaho Courts have even commented on the foreseeability regarding the 
liability of a land owner, or in this case a tavern keeper. h Sharp v. W.H. Moore, hc. ,  118 Idaho 
297,796 P.2d 506 (1 990), the Supreme Court talked about foreseeabilityas a flexible concept which 
varies with the circumstances of each case regarding the duty owed to prevent unreasonable, 
foreseeable risk ofharm to others. The court stated: 
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Thus, the foreseeability is not to be measured by just what is more probable tban not, 
but also includes whatever result in likely enough in the setting of modem life that 
a reasonablely prudent person would take such into account in guiding reasonable 
conduct. (Cites omitted.) 
In addition, t h e g h l  Court seems to have rejected the "prior simi1arincidents"requirement 
for liability. The Court noted that this rule is too demanding and "...it violates the cardinal 
negligence law principle that only the general risk of harm need be foreseen, not the specific 
mechanism of injury. " (Cites omi8cd.j At p. 301. Please also note Alsu~, v. Saratoga Hotel, 71 
Idaho 229, 229 P.2d 985 (1951). The court stated that the duty of the proprietor toward invitees 
requires "exercise o f '  reasonable care to keep the premises in a reasonablely safe condition for his 
customers and others who are invited, expressly or implicdly to enter ..." At p. 236. 
In H- Inc., 134 Idaho 71 1 ,8  P.3d 1254 (Ct.App 2000). (Review 
denied 2000). The Court of Appeals in dealing with the issue of premises liability discussed 
whether someone could be held liable for using a path which had been cut across a vacant lot not 
owned by the defendants, for patrons' ingress and egress. The Court determined that in this 
circumstance there was no duty. However, the Court relied on a case from New Jersey, Chimiente 
v. Adam Cora., 221 N.J.Super. 580,535 A.2d 528 (Ct.App.Div.1987). The Idaho court cited to this 
case because theNew Jersey courthad found acommercial landowner is responsible formaintaining 
in reasonably good condition the sidewalks abutting its property. One of the rationales for this rule 
is that sidewalks increase the value of commercial property 
The New Jersey court noted that a comnlercial land owner had no legal right to assume 
control and maintenance over property owned by others and used by trespassers to access the 
landlord's business. The Defendants in the Jones' case don't have a parking lot and use public 
parking for the benefit of its business. The Boomer's Garden (the outdoor concert space which is 
part ofthe property in question) has an entrance that abuts the sidewalk, and the sidewalk is used as 
an entry point for the Defendants for the public to pay. See Plaintiffs' counsel's affidavit 
Through the discussion of this New Jersey case, the Idaho Court of Appeals bas accepted a 
policy that bas been approved by other states, in that a land owner is going to he responsible for the 
actions that occur on sidewalks and parking even though they are not owned by the land owner. One 
reason is the commercial benefit that the land owner gets from the sidewalk and the parkmg 
At the time of the incident in December 2005, Lewiston had two City Ordinances that are 
pertinent to the court's analysis includiiig negligence per se. The first is Article 11, Section. 6-20: 
Disorderly conduct; sale to habitual drunkards or intoxicated persons 
No licensee under this division shall keep or maintain any ill-governed or disorderly 
house or business place within the city or tolerate, allow or pemlit riotous, 
tumultuous or disorderly coiiduct therein or any breach of the peace or disturbance 
of the public order or quiet, by noise, riotous, tumultuous or disorderly conduct oil 
premises occupied or operated by him or under his control or otherwise whereby the 
peace and quiet of the city or of any family or person thereof is or may be disturbed 
or fail to observe the laws of the United States and the state relating to the sale or 
possession ofbeer ... 
The court can also look at Article U. Section Sec. 6-35: 
Revocation and suspension 
(a) In addition to the other penalties provided by law, the council reserves the right 
to revoke or suspend any license issued under the provisions of this division, at any 
time, of any person, who no longer rightfully occupies the premises licensed ... to 
revoke or suspend the license of any licensee whose business shall be found by 
resolution of the council within the license year to have been conducted in a manner 
offensive, dangerous or injurious to the health, peace, morals or decency of the 
community or any part thereof; to revoke or suspend any license procured by fraud 
... 
In Sharp v. W.H. Moore. Lnc. 11 8 Idaho 297,796 P.2d 506 (1990), the court in commenting on a 
landlord tenant lssue noted: 
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h o t h e r  reason for finding a duty of cafe to exist in this case is the general rule that 
each person has a duty of care to prevent unreasonable, foreseeable risks of hann to 
others. Alegriav. Pavonk, 101 ldaho 617,619 P.2d 135 (1980);Hamerv. Woffmann, 
95 ldaho 933, 523 P.2d 536 (1974). 
Every person has a general duty to use due or ordinary care not to 
injure others, to avoid injury to others by any agency set in operation 
by him, and to do his work, render services or use his property as to 
avoid such injury. [Citations omitted.] The degree of care to be 
exercisedmust be commensurate with the danger or hazard connected 
with the activity. [Citations omitted.] Whin v. Jarnagin, 91 Idaho 
181, 188,418 P.2d 278,285 (1966). 
The court went on to discuss foreseability. 
Foreseeability is a flexible concept which varies with the circumstances ofeach case. 
Where the degree of result or harm is great, but preventing it is not difficult, a 
relatively low degree of foreseeability is required. Conversely, where the threatened 
injury is minor but the burden of preventing such injury is high, a higher degree of 
foreseeability may be required. [Cites omitted.] Thus, foreseeabllity is not to be 
measured by just what is more probable than not, but also includes whatever result 
1s likely enough in the setting of modem life that a reasonably prudent person would 
take such into account in guiding reasonable conduct. [Cites omitted.] 
at pp. 300-301 
In Harper v. Hoffman, 95 Idaho 933,523 P.2d 536 (1974) the court notes: 
Every person has a general duty to use due or ordinary care not to injure others, to 
avoid injury to others by any agency set in operation by him, and to do his work, 
render services or use his property as to avoid such injury.' (Citations omitted). 
The m r  case dealt with a backhoe and damages incurred as a result of a foundation 
collapse. The Supreme Court used the same language in its decision in Co&lan v. Beta Theta Pi 
Fraternity, 133 Idaho 388, 987 P.2d 300 (1999). The Coehlan court stated: 
This Court has previously identified several factors to consider in determining 
whether a duty arises in aparticular situation: 
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[Tlhe foreseeability of harm to the plaintiff, the degree of certainty 
that the plaintiff suffered injury, the closeness of the connection 
between the defendant's conduct and the injury suffered, the moral 
blame attac.hed to the defendant's conduct, the policy of preventing 
future h m ,  the extent of the burden to the defendant and 
consequences to the community of imposing a duty to exercise care 
with resulting liability for breach, and the availability, cost, and 
prevalence of insurance for the risk involved. Rife v.  Long, 127 
Idaho 841, 846, 908 P.2d 143, 148 (1995) (quoting lsaacs v. 
Huntington Mem'l HOSE., 38 Cal.3d 112,2 11 Cal.Rptr. 356,695 P.2d 
653,658 (1985)). See also Tumen v. Pecha, 133 Idaho 244,985 P.2d 
669 (1999). 
The trial court is, aware based on the record before it, that the Defendants have a propensity 
to simply throurtroublemakers out the front door onto the sidewalk and parking area in front oftheir 
building. This is noted in the action filed in Torrez v. Starnes, et al, Nez Perce County Case No. CV 
2005 000 1348. The similarities are striking. It is also interesting that the time frames are close. The 
court is also aware ofthe other action filed by Mr. Jon Michael Terlson, Terlson v. Stames, et al, Nez 
Perce County Case No. CV 2007-0000125, regarding the injuries he received just outside the 
boundaries or property lines of the Defendants. See Afidavit of Charles M. Stroschein 
See also Slade v. Smith's Management Corp.119 Idaho 482, 808 P.2d 401 (1991). 
(Negligence per se). 
The court in Chimiente v. Adam Cora., 221 N.J.Super. 580, 535 A.2d 528 
(Ct.App.Div.l987), which was cited in m, supra, determined that a restaurant operator owed a 
duty to provide safe passage for its patrons crossing apublic roadway between the restaurant and its 
parking lot. The court noted the reasoning 
... the critical element should not be the question of the proprietor's control over the 
area to be traversed but rather the expectation of the invitee that safe passage will be 
afforded from the parking facility to the establishment to which they are invited. 
Commercial entrepreneurs know in providing t h e p a r h g  facility that their customers 
will travel a definite route to reach their preinlses. The benefiting proprietor should 
not be pemitted to cause or ignore an unsafe condition in that route which it might 
reasonably remedy, whether the path leads along a sidewalk or across a roadway. 
[Bid.] 
Ghimiente, 535 A.2d 528 at pp. 530- 53 I 
Other courts have found the duty of reasonable caremay he extended beyond the land owners 
jremiseswhen theinvitorknows the invitees customarily use such aadjacentpremises in connection 
with the invitation. Liability has been extended when the landowner requires the use of the adjacent 
premises. See Ember v. B.F.D., he. ,  490N.E.2d 764 (Ind.App. 2 Dist.,1?86). (Opinion modified 
nn denial of rehearing on other grounds. Ember v. B.F.D.. Inc., 521 N.E..2d 981 (Ind.App. 2 Dist., 
1988)) and Reaencv Lake Apartments Associates, Ltd. v. French,5?0 So.2d 970 (Fla.App. 1 
bist.,1991.) 
In New Jersey the courts have extended the duty of commercial establishments to the extent 
rbat land owners have to provide safe passage to their businesses for customers, even from areas 
*/here they have no control. See unpublished decision Moore v. Croatian American Bocci Club, 
h, 2008 WL 2548541 (N.J.Snper.A.D.2008) which cites to New Jersey decisions from 1996 and 
1986. The court noted: 
If plaintiff is correct and pedestrians had beaten a well-worn path over defendant's 
property,thenplaintiff would be considered alicensee. See Restatement (Second) of 
Torts 5 330 cmt. e (1965) ("[i]f it he a custom in a particular town for owners of 
vacant land to permit persons to cut across it, one doing so is a licensee unless by 
posted notice or otherwise the particular owner objects to the practice."). 
In there is no doubt that the Defendants benefitted from the general public using the 
sidewalk in front of the business and the street parking. 
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The Plaintiffs also have an action pursuant to Idaho Code S; 52-101 et. seq, in that the 
Defendants allowed a public nuisance to occur as a result of its practice to simply dump I 
troublemakers outside its front door. Idaho Code 5 52-1 11 notes: I 
Actions for nuisance. Anything which is injurious to health or morals, or indecent, 
or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so as to 
interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property, is a nuisance and the 
subject of an action ... in all other cases the action may he brought by any person 
whose property is injuriously affected, or whose personal enjoynent is lessened by 
the nuisance; and by the judgrnent the nuisance may be enjoined or abated, as well 
a s  damages recovered. 
Theremedies for public nuisance are an indictment or information, a civil action, or abatement and I 
an action maybebrought by aprivateperson for any other public nuisance if it is especially injurious I 
to himself. Clearly the injuries that Mr. Jones received would be sufficient to allow him to pursue I 
a civil action for damages against the Defendants for having caused a public nuisance. I 
As was noted by the court in the &Q& cdse, a landowner may be liable under the theory of I 
negligencepcr se if the landowner violates a statutory duty. Ln this particular case, the actions ofthe I 
Defendants were a nuisance which interfered with the Jones' comfortable enjoyment of life and I 
unlawfully obstructed the fiee passage of use in the customary manner of the street. One would I 
assume that even though the statute does not cite to a sidewalk, that a sidewalk would be included. I 
A proprietor may be liable for injuries sustained by apatron in an offpremises assault where I 
it refused to call the police at the request of a threatened patron, ejected a patron into an obviously I 
dangerous situation, ejected assaultive patrons into a sidewalk area which it controlled, where they I 
assaulted others, or watched through its window while its patrons engaged in lengthy off premises I 
fight. See Osbome v. Stages Music Hall, Inc., 312 Ill.App.3d 141, 726 N.E.2d 728, (111.App. 1 
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Dist.,2000); Shortall v. Hawkeye's Bar and Grill, 283 Ill..4pppp.3d 439, 219 I11.Dec. 90, 670 N.E.2d 
768 (1996). Injuries inflicted on the sidewalk in front of a bar would hold the landlord liable. Other 
state courts in Minnesota, Indiana, Arizona, and Wyoming have found the existence of a duty with 
regardto offpremises injuries. Sclmeiderv. NectarineBallroom, Lnc., 204 Mich.App. 1,5 14N.W.2d 
486 (Mich,App.,l994) citing to Alholm v. Wilt, 348 N.W.2d 106 (Minn.App., 1984); Indiana, see 
Ember V. BFD. hc . ,  490 N.E.2d 764 (lnd.App., 1986); see McFarlin v.  Hall, 127 Ariz. 220, 619 
P.2d 729 (1980); see Holiday Inns., h e .  v. Shelbume, 576 So.2d 322 (Fla.App., 1991); see 
v. HA. Inc., 782 P.2d 1125 (U'y., 1989). 
The court in Ember v. B.F.D., stipru, found that perspective patrons have been routinely 
ch-xacterized as invitees. The court in Ember v. B.F.D.. Inc., supm, cited to decisions from 
California, West Virginia, and Minnesota. 'The Indiana court noted tkdt the defendant's position 
would sever liability at the businesses' gent door. A business invitor could invade the public streets 
for its econon~ic benefit while simultaneously absolvingitself from liability othenviseimposedjust 
a few feet away under identical circumstances. In this case Boomers gets the benefit ofthe sidewalk 
and the street parking for its economic benefit, but then argues that the sidewalk and the street 
parking are not its property and so what happens on the street should not hold them liable. It is the 
practice of Defendants to simply throw persons out onto the street. 
T h e m  court also noted the liability of the defendant based on nuisance. The court noted 
that the owner's activities may generate unruly crowds and therefore liability is often based upon 
nuisance theory. See Affiduvit of Cindy Felton. The Indiana court cited to a Pennsylvania decision 
that also noted a bar's liability for nuisance. The Pennsylvania court noted that thepatrons engaged 
in boisterous and violent conduct, urinated and littered on adjacent property and attacked a resident 
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on one occasion. The court found that the bar owner, under different theories of liability, was 
potentially negligent and the issue should have gone to trial. 
In the court has the records of the Lewiston Police Department that show the number 
of calls that the Lewiston Police Department made to Boolners during the time leading up to 
December 2005. 
In there is no question that Boomers' staff threw an unruly individual out the front 
door, similar to what happened in the case of Torrez v. Stames. Mr. Jones and his party were put 
at risk. Mr. Jones was severely beaten right in front ofBoomers' door. Defendants are the ones who 
put Mr. Jones in danger. Defendant Stames owns the property in question and is an owner of the 
business. 
The serving of intoxicating beverages is not relevant to premises or nuisance liability. 
Plaintiffs had hoped to discover additional information regarding the dram shop claim. The 
Plaintiffs have recently uncovered fivenames of individuals that were present at Boomers during the 
course of investigation. A specific law enforcement officer was involved in the complaint filed by 
the Jones. He indicated that there were no other reports other than his report. However, after 
additional research it has come to light that other law enforcement officers were called to the scene 
and individuals were questioned. Those individuals are: Dana Carol Caren, Aaron Edward Wyman, 
Jessica Lynn Clark, Richard Alked Navarrete, and Joshua William Sidewell. 
The court can look at a case from Vermont, Ln re Con-Elec Cow., 168 Vt. 576,716 A.2d 822, 
(Vermont 1998), in which the court noted a provision ofthe Liquor Control Board regarding the 
duty of the licensee to control the conduct of their patrons. In Vermont the licensee shall not allow 
conduct to render the premises, the streets, sidewalks, or highways adjacent thereto a public 
nuisance. Idaho has a public nuisance statute and the City of Lewiston has Ordinances that are no 
different than the general regulation of the Liquor Control Board in Vermont. 
Boomers simply exported the fight out to the sidewalk and the street. The individuals on the 
sidewalk and in the street were potential patrons and therefore invitees. Because of the actions of 
the Defendants, liability should attach without the need of showing specifically that all the attackers 
had come out ofBoomers. There is no evidence that some other passer-by got involved in the fight. 
There is no one Erom the Defendants' side that has provided any evidence to the court that there were 
any individuals other than the ones that cane  out of Boomers who caused the injuries to Mr. Jones. 
The Jones' have put in their dfidavits that there were no other individuals, that they were aware of, 
other than the individuals that came out of Boomers that caused the injuries to Mr. Jones. 
Massachusetts and Illinois have also recognized that premises liability extends beyond the 
premises of the bar. See Chistooher v. Father's Huddle Cafk, lnc., 57 Mass.App.Ct. 217, 782 
N.E.2d 5 17 (Mass.App.Ct.,2003). See also Osbome v. Stages Music Hall. lnc., 312 111.App.3d 141, 
726N.E.2d 728, (1ll.App. 1 Dist.2000). ("Here, wedecline to hold Stages' duty to its patrons stopped 
at the doors of the premises, especially where Stages used the sidewalk to control entry by 
customers." Osbome at p. 733). 
The court may also note that an offpremises case was tried in the Fifth Judicial District in 
fi-ont of the Honorable Barry Wood in McCartbv v. Bill Arkoosh d/hla Lincoln inn Rar, Gooding 
County Case No. CV 2001-0000639. The case was appealed to the Idaho Supreme Court. The 
parties then stipulated to aresolution before argument. ln McCarthy, on Monday night, October l(5, 
2000, Joseph P. McCarthy was removed kom the Lincoln Inn Bar by its bartender, David Sandy 
Fischer. Fischer showed McCarthy out the back door of the bar into the alley where he was kicked 
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and beaten by a bar patron, Rick Connel. As a result of the beating, McCarthy lost consciousness 
and sustained a severe brain injury as well as other substantial injuries. In McCarthy case, the jury 
found that McCarthy suffered economic damages in the amount of $892,500 and non economic 
damages of $607,500 for a total damage award of 1.5 million. The jury found Sru~dy Fischer 15% 
liable. Lincoln Inn Bar 45% liable, Kick Connel 30%, Rick Skelton 5%, and the Plaintiff 5%. As 
aresult the court entered judgment based on the jury's verdict in the amount of $900,000. The court 
rejected a motion for judgment not withstanding the verdict, or for new trial or remittitur. 
Based on the standard for summary judgment the court must find that there is sufficient 
evidener. to go forward to ajury and the Defendants motion should be denied. Defendants. because 
ofthe actions of it's employees and through the municipal code of Lewiston, owes a special duty to 
the Plaintiffs. Taken along with the fact that Defendants had taken charge of a person they most 
likely knew to have dangerous propensities (Rest. 2d of Torts 53 19) and certainly there is a question 
of material fact concerning a special duty owed to Plaintiffs at feast as a licensee and potentially as 
a business invitee 
Furthermore, by taking an altercation outside of the establishment, the "zone ofdanger" had 
been expanded to outside ofthe property, and under Rest. 2d Torts $364 an artificial condition had 
then been created which injured a thud party and created liability. As following the holding in 
Splinter: "private owners are liable for damages inflicted upon persons in or near their premises by 
negligence of the owner in connection with his property, though the injury is inflicted outsidc and 
beyond the limits of his property." At p. 293. 
In conclusion, a negligence cause of action requires an act, a breach of duty, causation, and 
damages. In this case, Defendants breached various duties it owed to Mr. Jones which resulted in 
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the cause in fact and proximate cause ofhis injuries. By failing to keep the sidewalk hee and clear 
of danger while at the same time not exercising control of the third party whom was known to have 
l dangerous propensities, this incident surely con~pels a question of material fact as to the liability of 
1 Defendants. The Court is requested to deny the relief sought by the Defendants. 
DATED this 12' day of August, 2009. 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 12'h day of August, 2009,l caused to be served a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Michael G. Brady 
Law Offices of Brady Law Chartered 
St. Mary's Crossing 
2537 West State Street, Suite 200 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
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